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PREFACE. 

Or the Essays now published Nos. I, ITI, VI were 

in type when the last volume of Studia Biblica was issued, 

and were originally intended for that volume. The delay 

in the appearanee of the present instalment has been chiefly 

eaused by the opportunity, of whieh we gladly availed 

ourselves, to make the fifth Essay still more complete by 

the addition of the matter contained in the Appendices. 

The fullest collection of materials was in this ease especially 

desirable, because the thorough diseussion of the text of 

any one set of Canons would determine the lines to be 

followed in reconstituting the text of others, and the way 

would thus be prepared for a critical edition of the Early 

Councils generally—a task on which two of the Essayists 

are already engaged and with which they have made 

some progress. The enterprise and research which Mr. 

Rackham has shown in obtaining his collations, and the 

clearness which he has succeeded in imparting to a mass 

of details, will meet, we think, with deserved recognition. 

An impression which appears to prevail in some quarters 

ought perhaps to be corrected. The volumes of Studia 

Biblica which have so far appeared are not part of a 

regular series which could be calculated upon beforehand. 

That they have appeared at all is due to the Delegates 

of the Clarendon Press, to whom we desire to make our 

grateful acknowledgments. But it rests with the public 

rather than with ourselves to decide whether the series can 

be continued. 

S. R. DRIVER. 

T. K. CHEYNE. 

W. SANDAY. 
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THE INTRODUCTION OF THE SQUARE 

CHARACTERS IN BIBLICAL MSS. AND 

AN ACCOUNT OF THE EARLIEST MSS. 

OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. 

[Apr. NevuBaver. | 

IT is not our intention to discuss here the origin of the 

alphabet in general, or the development of the so-called 

‘Hebrew square characters’ from an earlier Phoenician or 

Aramaic alphabet. Our object is to propound an opinion 

respecting the introduction of the square character into the 

copies of the Hebrew scriptures in the place of the Phoenician 

or the archaic Hebrew ones. Let us state at once that it 

is now generally believed that the Phoenician alphabet is 

derived from the Hieroglyphics, and that many other forms 

of alphabet, especially the Greek as well as the Semitic, 

are taken from the Phoenician’, which gradually underwent 

such modification, that at last all visible similarity to the 

early Phoenician characters disappeared. 

The relation of the archaic characters used by the Israelites 

to the present square characters, will be found explained in 

the principal Hebrew grammars, from W. Gesenius? to 

B. Stade?, to which we must refer our readers. As to the 

substitution of the one alphabet for the other in copying 

the books of the Old Testament, we have to mention two 

special essays by the late Dr. L. Herzfeld* and Professor 

1 See Fr. Lenormant, Essat sur la propagation de l'alphabet phénicien dans 

l'ancien monde, t. i. p. 88 sqq. ; also the Table of Alphabets, Plate 101 of the 

London Palaeographical Society, 2nd series. 

* Geschichte der hebráischen Sprache und Schrift (Leipzig, 1815), p. 137 sqq. 

? Lehrbuch der hebráischen Grammatik, Leipzig, 1879, p. 22 sqq. 

* Geschichte des Volkes Israel, etc., 2nd ed., 2nd vol., pp. 76 to 9r. 

P VOL. rmn. B 



2 The Introduction of the 

H. Graetz !, which are inserted as excursuses to their histories 

of the people of Israel. The former, who wrote his important 

work in 1863, is necessarily not abreast of the present day 

as to palaeography, but he mentions all the documents re- 

lating to the subject in the Talmudic and patristic litera- 

ture, and offers also valuable suggestions as to the alphabet 

in which the text used by the LXX must have been written, 

judging from the variations which their translation presents 

from the Massoretic text. In 1863, the Phoenician inscription 

dedicated to Baal Lebanon 2, that of the Moabite stele?, and 

of the Siloam Pool*, were not yet discovered. For the 

Aramaie, Dr. Herzfeld could only base his argument on the 

characters found in the Carpentras inscription and the Turin 

Papyrus?. And above all, he could have had no knowledge 

of the early inscriptions in square characters, viz. of the Bene 

Hezir®, and in the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em", and some 

others. He therefore stands in the infancy of palaeographical 

science, speaking with Ewald of an alphabet brought from 

Egypt by the Hyksos, and maintaining with Saalschütz that 

the Phoenicians cannot be the inventors of the alphabet, 

because the original names of the letters presuppose an agri- 

cultural tribe, and not a maritime nation, such as the Phoe- 

nicians are known to have been. But, in spite of these 

unavoidable defects, Dr. Herzfeld’s essay is still worth study- 

ing, and we can only admire the sagacity brought to bear 

by him upon the subject, even with the imperfect knowledge 

! Geschichte der Juden, 1I. ii. (Leipzig, 1876), p. 400 sqq. 

? See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum (Paris, 1881), part i. No. 5 (p. 22 

sqq.), and our table of the alphabets. 

* See Records of the Past, new series (London, 1889), ii. p. 194, and our table, 

which is the work of the talented Semitic scholar, Prof. Rudolf E. Briinnow. 

* Ibidem, i. p. 168, and our table. 

* See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, part ii. pp. 143-148, and our table. 

* See below, p. 17. 
7 See Corpus Inscriptionum Hebraicarum, etc., von D. Chwolson (St. 

Petersburg, 1882), p. 87. Τὸ this important work Professor Euting of Stras- 

bourg has added facsimiles and an extended table of the various Semitic 

alphabets, which our readers may consult with great benefit. 



Sguare Characters in Biblical MSS. 3 

of the development of the Phoenician alphabet which was 

then possessed. 

Dr. Graetz, who wrote in 1876, of course availed himself 

of the discoveries which had then been made in the field 

of Semitic inscriptions, and although the Baal Lebanon 

Phoenician inscription as well as the Teima! Aramaic one 

was not at his disposal, he follows the right path concerning 

the development of the Hebrew square characters from the 

Aramaic. 

We must not forget to mention Dr. A. Geiger's? ‘ Intro- 

duction to the Biblical Books,’ which contains a few valuable 

notes on our subject. 

Before proceeding with our views on the introduction of 

the Hebrew square characters, it may perhaps be useful to 

state how far the Israelites were aequainted with the art 

of writing before the Babylonian captivity. Whatever date 

may be assigned to the Biblical documents, it cannot be 

doubted that the Israelites were acquainted with the art of 

writing from an early period of their social life. It is not 

altogether certain whether books were originally meant by 

the word 75D, and whether the word 2n5 expressed always 

writing with a pen?, for it seems that there is a difference 

between the expressions 12D 5y an3 and ἼΒΌΣ an». The first 

means writing wpoz a Sepher, a tablet most likely, and the 

second writing 22 a Sepher, implying a collection of writings, 

whether of tablets or of other material No substantive of 

the root 3N3 is employed for a book, whether in early or 

later Hebrew, or to denote a professional writer, as is the 

case with the root ^5D. In a section of the book of Judges * 

* See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, part ii. p. 110, and Studia Biblica, 

i p.211. For the Panammu Aramaic inscription, recently noticed by Pro- 

fessor A. H. Sayce (Academy, 7th September, 1889, p. 157), see at the end of 

the essay. 

? Nachgelassene Schriften, iv. (Berlin, 1876), p. 42 sqq. 

? See Professor Georg Hoffmann's article, Lexikalisches, in the Zeitschrift 
für alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, edited by Prof. B. Stade, i. p. 335. 

* Judges viii. 14, 

B2 



4 The Introduction of the 

which is indisputably of early origin, we find that ‘ Gideon 

caught a young man of the men of Succoth, and enquired 

of him: and wrote down for him the princes of Suecoth and 

the elders thereof.’ Thus writing was current even amongst 

other classes than professional men. In the time of Samuel 

books were already written. We read there}, ‘Then Samuel 

told the people the manner of the kingdom, and wrote 7 

in the book and laid ἐξ up before the Lord. At the court 

of David the offices of a recorder and a scribe are mentioned 

as existing *. We are not willing to enter upon a discussion 

about the date of the composition of the Pentateuch and of 

the book of Joshua, but the mention in these of the written 

books of ‘ Jashar?' and ‘the Wars of the Lord *' is sufficient 

for our purpose. One has only to open a Hebrew concordance 

of the Bible at the word 3n3 ‘to write, in order to see how 

frequently this word occurs in Seripture, from which the con- 

clusion may be drawn that the art of writing was freely 

practised by the Israelites, at least amongst the higher class 

of them. 

We may perhaps be allowed to quote a verse of the 

prophet Hosea, which seems not to be preserved in its original 

form. He says, in the name of God 5, according to the A.V. : 

‘I have written to him the great things of my law, dwt they 

were counted as a strange thing.’ The R.V. translates, 

‘Though I write for him my law in ten thousand precepts, 

and on the margin, ‘I wrote for him the ten thousand things 

of my law, following the Q’ri 12> instead of ‘27. The 

LXX translates as follows: καταγράψω αὐτῷ πλῆθος, καὶ τὰ 

νόμιμα αὐτοῦ. The Targum and the Syriae version have 

both ‘a multitude. We believe that if an emendation has 

to be made, it ought to be that proposed by eminent scholars, 

such as Newcome, Graf, Kuenen, and M. J. Halévy 5, viz. ^23 

instead of ‘35, ‘words of my law,’ words having the meaning 

! 1 Sam. x. 25. 1.3 Sam. xx. 24, 25. 3 Joshua x. 13. 

* Numbers xxi. 14. 5 Hosea viii. 12. 

* See the various readings in the Variorum Bible (2nd ed.), a. ὦ. 
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here of ‘commandments, which are called elsewhere 025 

*words!, But for our purpose it will prove in any case that 

something of the law was written down for the nation in the 

time of Hosea. 

We know that the neighbouring nations were at the time 

of David far advanced in the art of writing. The Phoe- 

nicians had already disseminated their alphabet throughout 

the greater part of the world, the Assyrian libraries were 

already filled with brick tablets and cylinders on which all 

kinds of records were written down in the cuneiform characters, 

in which a large correspondence was discovered lately at Tel 

el-Amarna, written about 1400 B.c. and in which refer- 

ence is made to Palestinian cities”. Moreover, the kings of 

Aram sent letters to the kings of Israel?. King Mesha’s 

inseription ̂  of thirty-four lines shows clearly that in the 

ninth century B.C. the Moabites were acquainted with the 

art of writing. This inscription is written in characters 

slightly differing from those employed by the Phoenicians 

in the Baal Lebanon fragment’; they must have been in 

use amongst the Moabites some time before the ninth 

century, for a people scarcely begins writing with a text of 

thirty-four lines. 

That the Israelites, so familiar with the art of writing, 

also used a kind of Phoenician script, at least as early as the 

time of David, was generally admitted δ, chiefly because of 

the resemblance of the Phoenician alphabet to that found 

on the Maccabean coins. This has now been confirmed by 

the discovery of the Siloam inscription *, the first deciphering 

of which we owe to Professor Sayce. The letters of the 

Siloam text are much nearer those of the Phoenician alphabet 

! Exodus xx. 1; Deuteronomy v. 19. 

? See Professor Sayce's article in the Transactions of the Victoria Institute, 
Annual Address, 1889. 

* 2 Kings v. 5, 6. * See note 3 on p. 2. 5 See our table. 

® See Gesenius (note 2 on p. 1), p. 139 sqq. 
' See above, p. 2; also Guthe in the Zeitschrift der deutsch. morg. 

Gesellschaft, 1882, p. 725. 
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than those of the Jewish coins of the second Temple. It 

is a curious fact, however, that among the monuments of 

the Phoenicians (the supposed inventors of the earliest 

alphabet), which we possess, there is none older than 1000- 

goo B.C., while of Jewish monuments the Siloam inscription 

remains unique. The Siloam characters are already more 

cursive than those of the Moabite stele ', and in characters 

similar to them, but perhaps still more cursive, we have 

to suppose that the book found in the Temple, and those 

carried away by the exiles (if they did so) would have been 

written. 

The Phoenician characters, with more or less modifications, 

were evidently current, for commercial purposes at least, 

about the year 700 B.C., and were used from Egypt to the 

Mediterranean lands, and extending as far as Assyria, The 

latter country, where the cuneiform system of writing con- 

tinued to be employed up to the date of the fall of Nineveh, 

while in Babylonia it was used even so late as the reign 

of Domitian, was obliged to carry on its official corres- 

pondence in Aramaic characters, a modification of the Phoe- 

nician script, when it became master of Aram (Mesopotamia), 

Damascus, Arabia, Palestine, and Egypt. On Assyrian 

weights of 700 B.C. we find Phoenician characters”, and 

Rabshakeh was asked by Eliakim, Shebna and Joash to 

speak Aramaic, which they understood, and not in Yehudith 

or Hebrew, the language of the common people?. Some 

letters on these Assyrian welghts have already undergone 

important modifieations from the Baal Lebanon characters 

in the direction of a cursive form. For instance, the daleth 

is already open at the top, like that of the later Aramaic 

monuments in Egypt; the “eth is more simple, having only 

one horizontal stroke, and thus approaches the Hebrew square 

character; the vod is the smallest letter; the /amed is simply 

cursive; and the am is also open. Unfortunately there is 

a gap in the Aramaic monuments, between the Assyrian 

1 See the table. 2 [bidem, col, 6. 3 Isaiah xxxvi. II. 
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weights and the stele of Saqqarah in Egypt, the date of 

which is only 482 B.c., fifty-four years after the return of 

the exiles from Babylonia. Here the £e/7 and the resh are 

already open; the Ze inclined already to the Hebrew square 

form; the sZi» is but the square form in an undeveloped 

state ; the a/eph, although nearer to the old Phoenician form, 

inclines towards that of the Siloam inscription. We can see 

from this short description of the gradual modification of the 

Phoenician letters, according to time and locality, how 

possible it was that in the countries where the Jewish exiles 

were settled, the Phoenician characters might have already 

reached a cursive stage, approaching the so-called square 

character. The letters of the Palmyrene inscriptions, which 

date from 9 B.c. as far as they have been at present dis- 

covered, though they differ in details, are in all essential 

respects similar to the Hebrew square charaeters!. Of course 

there must be earlier inseriptions in Palmyra, which we hope 

may soon come to light. 

Let us now turn to the Jews after their return from exile 

in Babylonia, where they had remained for more than two 

generations. If this space of time was not sufficient to ex- 

tinguish entirely their language, two generations are more 

than enough for the adoption of the writing of a country, 

in which business was to be carried on. If the Aramaic lan- 

guage had partly modified the Hebrew of the exiles, it is 

certain that the Aramaic writing, which was so similar to 

the Old Hebrew of the Siloam inscription, must have done 

so. When the Jews returned to Jerusalem there was a cor- 

respondence with the court of Artaxerxes, king of Persia, and 

the writing of the letters was in Aramaic characters and in- 

terpreted in the Aramaie tongue?, (A.V. has in the Syrian 

tongue, which comes to the same thing.) This is, however, 

no proof that the Jews had forgotten altogether their old 

writing, but from this passage 1t is evident that the official 

1 See the table; also De Vogué, Syrie Centrale, p. 3. 

? Ezra iv. 7. 
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correspondence with the Persian court was carried on in the 

Aramaic tongue and in Aramaic characters; and many of 

those who returned from exile may have known both. The 

book of the Law, out of which Ezra read before the congrega- 

tion!, and from which copies were made, might consequently 

have been written : 1st, either in the old Hebrew letters, similar 

to those found on the Maccabean coins; 2nd, or in Aramaic 

characters, which the exiles brought back with them from Baby- 

lonia; 3rd, or in both forms of writing, for the benefit alike of 

the Babylonian Jews, a great number of whom settled in the 

country, as well as of the Jews who had remained in Palestine 

and could only read the old Hebrew script. We incline to 

the last hypothesis, for 1t is certain that the Jews who re- 

mained in Babylonia must have needed a copy of the Law 

in their own mode of writing, if they had to read it in their 

synagogues, and interpret it in their schools. And Ezra or 

his immediate successors must surely have taken care that the 

Law should not be neglected out of the Holy Land. 

The Talmudic tradition, to which, however, we cannot 

always allow a historical value, declares that the change of 

characters in writing the text of scripture was made by Ezra. 

On this point we find the following statement in various 

parts of the Talmud ?: 

anos Syne mmn mim nbnnai Kap wD RON) NODN ID "ON 
"DN pwr nwE 2032 sty "53 ond mma min wpm pwdy ay 
3n3 meovn5 imam vpn no» mows ans Sneed nd v3 
Sw ΠΥ AND "ND ONMD ΝΊΘΠ ὙΝ MONIT IND ΟΝ pwd) nay 

V^» mn ININY wo mm "wa DN ὍΝ ^ NN AND AND NIDN 

ΟΝ bs nby nubi ww sin nwo nw wtp No wopbw 5wv5 
ὮΝ nmn yo mown n"by npo baa ΠῸ sy ΝῚΠ ΙΝ NI Ny! 
4555 wn nya " my mw) DN Nin ΠΣ AN jn ΝΠ n"5y 

1 Nehemiah viii. 3. 

? Bab. Talmud, Sanhedrin, ff. 21^ and 22?, of which we give the text, being 

the completest. Compare, Tosiftha, Sanhedrin, iv. 7 (ed. Zuckermandel), 

pp. 421 and 422; Palestinian (or Jerusalem) Talmud, Megillah, i. 9 (fol. 7° 

and 9), and partly Sotah, vii. 2 (fol. 21€). It is useless to give variations, since 

they do not bear upon our thesis. 
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nw 335 yaa5 pom ΝῊ c2 WON ΝΠ ND Daw? DPN DSDN 
min mony wv B^yw pawn pin Send 555 myer pads» nmn 
pint mos mns pnw ans) Www anan yw by mnes vv Sy 
nbmna ww /^ ΝῸΠ WwND ὈΠῸΝ n5yw nw spo mob... DON 
i3 nw ma yy i5 3503 ἸΝΌΠΙΦ pa Syed mn mns» ΠῚ ansa 
"DW Ne 2552 Meow mnmweN ΠῸΦ wp) mod... ond yn 

: py 53 mine xd ΠῚ ans ymon 89 Dw TN ND5 12 N79 Dw 

‘Mar Zutra (a Babylonian doctor of the fourth century) 

says, and others report it in the name of Mar Uqba (of the 

same date): “The law was in the first instance given to 

Israel in 727i characters and in the holy language; in the 

time of Ezra the law was given a second time in Assyrian 

characters, and in the Aramaic language. Israel chose then 

the Assyrian characters, with the holy language, and left to 

the Zdiofes the Ibri writing with the Aramaic language." 

Who are the Idiotes? R. Hisda (a Babylonian doctor of the 

fourth century) says: the Kuthim, or the Samaritans. What 

is the Ibri writing? The Libunah! characters.’ This passage 

of the Bab. Talmud is continued in the following manner : 

*R. Jose (who lived in the third century) says, * Ezra was 

worthy that the law should have been given through him, 

if Moses had not done it before. In fact, in the ease of both 

the expression nby ‘to ascend’ is employed. It is said?: ‘And 

Moses went up unto God, and it is said?, ‘This Ezra went up 

from Babylon. As the going up of Moses was for the sake 

of the law, so it was in the case of Ezra. Indeed it is said 

of Moses*, ‘And the Lord commanded me at that time to 

teach you statutes and judgments.’ And it is equally said of 

Ezra?, ‘ For Ezra had prepared his heart to seek the law of 

the Lord, and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes and 

judgments.’ Although the law was not given through Ezra, 

the writing was changed by him, as it is written®, ‘The 

writing of the letter was written in Aramaic and with Ara- 

! See below, p. 11. ? Exodus xix. 3. 3 Ezra vii. 6. 

* Deut. iv. 14. 5 Ezra vii. 10. $ Ezra iv. 7. 
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maie characters!.’”’... The passage continues: ‘“ Why is the 

writing called Ashurith? Because it came up with them 

from Ashur (Assyria). Rabbi [Jehudah] (the compiler of the 

Mishnah, who lived 180 a.p.) said: “In the first instance 

the law was given to Israel in Assyrian characters. After 

they had sinned, the characters were changed into Roatz?, 

and when they repented the original characters were given 

back to them... Why is it called Ashurith? Because it is 

a straight character, WN signifying straight.” KR. Eleazar, 

son of Prata, said in the name of R. Eleazar, of Modein (who 

lived at the beginning of the second century), the present 

writing has not been changed at all...’ 

In another passage?, the following saying is reported in 

the name of R. Eliezer, son of Jacob; he said that three 

prophets went with the exiles to the Holy Land. The one 

gave witness as to the place where the altar stood, and how 

it was shaped; the second gave witness that sacrifices are 

offered even when the Temple is not yet built; and the third 

affirmed that the law will be written in Assyrian script. 

syaw "nw .nown jp nnoy yy meas ΠΡ Sow apy ya N^ won 
Ὁ ὃν qw pampow ond pyny nme nan ope by mann Sy ond 

: new ansny ana 5y ond pyny ὙΠΝῚ ma psv 

In the Mishnah* the Assurith is considered holy and the 

Ibri profane. From these passages it follows that tradition 

was aware of a change undergone by the writing at a remote 

date, and unknown to the rabbis, on account of which they 

attributed it to Ezra. And we shall see that they were 

partially right in their opinion. Of course the sayings of 

Rabbi [Jehudah] and R. Eleazar have no historical value, since 

they only tried to save the antiquity of the Assyrian characters, 

for the sake of orthodoxy. Philo even says that the Assyrian 

characters date from Moses. Origen and Jerome further 

1 The... are in the place of the Biblical verses which are adduced in the 

Talmud, and explained in an Agadic manner for the purpose. 

? See below, p. 11. 3 Bab. Talmud, Z'bahim, fol. 625. 
* Zabim, iv. 7. 
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mention that the new characters were introduced by Ezra. 

Finally, the Samaritan chronicle of Abul-Fatah (written in 

the eleventh century) states that Ezra changed the Ibri charac- 

ters, and introduced twenty-seven letters, which means that it 

attributes to Ezra the five final forms of 3, 5, 3, 5, and ¥'. We 

have seen? that the Palestinian doctors eall the old Ibri 

writing pyr, and the Babylonian Hisdai calls it xn. The 

derivation of these two terms remains at present doubtful. 

But we shall not trouble our readers with all the possible 

interpretations of these two words proposed by scholars. We 

believe, with Dr. Hoffmann‘, that the right reading of the 

first word is yy", a variation mentioned by R. Hananel (who 

lived in the tenth century), in his commentary on the 

Talmud*. This reading is perhaps confirmed by Epiphanius, 

who says in his treatise on the twelve stones of the ephod 

(preserved in Latin only), that Ezra brought the Pentateuch, 

which was formerly written ‘forma Hebraei deession, quod 

interpretatur “insculptum’’.’ The root yy*, in Syriac and Ara- 

maie, means /o fiv im, and hence might not unnaturally be 

used in the sense of exgrave; and the old Ibri writing was 

known to the Palestinian doctors of the third century by 

coins alone, since they had little communication with the 

Samaritans, and after all the Samaritan characters had 

already assumed calligraphic forms, introduced by scribes. 

It is most likely that the Babylonian rabbi knew the old 

Ibri characters from inscriptions on bricks, and therefore 

ealled it JLibonai, which means on brick®. We have seen 

from the Talmud that the square characters are called 

‘Assyrian’ because the Jews brought them from Assyria. 

The name of Assyria was employed for a long time after the 

1 See Herzfeld, op. cit. (note 4 on p. 1), p. 77. 

2. See above, p. 9. 3 Op. cit. (note 3 on p. 3), p: 335. 

* See Beitrüge zur hebrüischen Grammatik im Talmud und Midrasch, von 

Dr. A. Berliner (Berlin, 1879), p. 8. 

5 We do not believe that the Babylonian Hisdai knew much about the 

locality 1315 (Judges xxi. 19), from which Dr. Hoffmann seeks to explain 

Libnai, op. cit. (note 3 on p. 3), p. 338. 
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fall of the Assyrian empire, in order to denote Mesopotamia. 

Even the King of Persia is called! King of Assur. In Greek 

writers? Assyria is often employed for Aramaic countries, 

which were later called Syria. In fact the name of Syria is 

derived from the name Assyria. Even the system of vowel- 

points employed in the eighth century A.D. in some Eastern 

schools, which are placed above the letters, is termed the 

Assyrian punctuation, whilst the system used by the Western 

school is called the Palestinian punctuation, or that of Tiberias. 

Those rabbis who did not like the idea of the introduction of 

foreign characters into the Bible, explained the traditional 

phrase ‘Assyrian writing’ by the word ἽΝ ‘straight.’ Epi- 

phanius, in the above-mentioned passage?, says of the new 

writing, ‘haec igitur forma, quam nunc tenent Judaei, voeatur 

Somahirenus. There is clearly here a corruption of the text, 

which can be cleared up only by an examination of the MSS. 

We must now refer to two other statements in the Talmud, 

whieh have reference to the new species of writing intro- 

duced by Ezra. R. Levi (a Palestinian rabbi of the third 

century) says‘, in reference to the tables of the Law, that ‘if 

they were written in old Ibri characters, the » must have 

stood there by a miracle, and if they were written in Assy- 

rian, the D must have stood there by a miracle. This has to be 

explained in the following way. The Biblical passage, where it 

is said that ‘ the tables were written on both their sides, on the 

one side and on the other were they written’ (Exodus xxxii. 15), 

is interpreted to mean that the letters when engraved were cut 

through the whole thickness of the stone. Consequently the 

y, which forms on the Maccabean coins a circle or triangle, 

and the D, which has a circular form in later Aramaic, and 

in the Hebrew square writing, when cut through the whole 

thickness of the monument, must have stood in their place by 

! Ezra vi. 22. 

? See for the passages Herzfeld, op. cit. (note 4 on p. 1), p. go. The Syrian 

Tatian is called an Assyrian. 3 See above, p. IT. 

* Jer. Talmud, Megillah, i.9 novo PO mnn namo ΚΝ Ἢ) ^u ἸΝῸ 75 Vx 
C'D2 ΠΌ Ὁ T9»? MINT WIN] WR R7 [ND .D'D3. 
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a miracle. R. Hisda makes a similar statement!, saying, 

that if the tables were written in ‘Assyrian’ writing, the 

final Ὁ and the Ὁ stood there by a miracle. From the last 

statement we must conclude that the final form of the 2, or 

perhaps of all the five letters 3, Ὁ, 3, 5, and S, was established 

in the third century a.p. We shall, however, find two of 

these final letters on a monument of the first century B. c.? 

The tradition is thus pretty general that a new form of 

writing was introduced after the exile for copying scripture, 

and the early tradition attributed it to Ezra. Now there 

is no reason why we should not agree with this tradition 

of the rabbis and the early Christian fathers. There is in 

fact nothing else possible, but to admit that the Pentateuch, 

(for this book was the first to be multiplied by copies,) was 

simultaneously written in the old Ibri and in the Aramaic 

characters, before either of them was declared sacred. The 

one once being declared sacred, the other would not have been 

accepted by the schools without prolonged discussion ; and there 

is no trace of such discussions in the early or later schools. 

To say that the old 757? characters developed gradually into 

the Aramaic *, a process which would have required scores 

of years, if not centuries, implies an ignorance of the cha- 

racter of the Jews after their return from exile. They would 

not have exchanged the one form of writing for the other 

when its sanctity had once impressed itself on the mind 

of the nation through its use in transcribing scripture. A 

clear proof of human obstinacy in adhering to a particular 

form of characters when once declared sacred, is that the 

Samaritans, who must surely have been in contact with 

Aramaic writing, still kept to the old characters which long 

use had made them consider sacred, after the modified Aramaic 

characters were already in general use, not only amongst the 

Jews, but amongst the populations of Egypt, Syria, and the 

t Bab. Talmud, Shabbath, fol. 1042 032 MIMb1w Jo) DD ΝΊΟΤ 21 ἼΩΝ 
pow ὉΠ. 

2 See p. 17. 3 A. Geiger, op. cit. (note 2 on p. 3), P- 43- 
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Mediterranean coast. It is therefore very probable that the 

two forms of script were employed simultaneously in the 

Pentateuch until the Maccabean wars, when nearly all the 

copies of it were probably destroyed, and scripture could only 

be restored by means of copies from Mesopotamia and Baby- 

lonia which were written in the Aramaic characters, used 

at the time in these countries and also in Egypt. These 

characters already closely resemble the so-called square letters, 

though in a still undeveloped state, as can be seen from the 

Egyptian papyri of the third and second century, several 

of which bear marks of Hebrew?. The Jews of the better 

class were now generally acquainted with the Aramaic mode 

of writing, and there was consequently no difficulty in intro- 

ducing it into the synagogues and schools. The Samaritans, 

however, retained their old writing which had become holy 

by long use, and have not admitted a change of characters 

down to our own days. 

As for the other biblical hooks, we believe that they were 

written in Aramaic characters solely from the beginning, 

since no early use was made of them in the service of the 

Temple, and they were not the object of exegesis in the 

schools of the priests. Most likely the Psalms were recited 

in the Temple, and the lessons from the Prophets were de- 

livered from memory by professional men. This seems to 

us to be the reason why the Samaritans accepted no book of 

Holy Scripture except the Pentateuch, which alone was written 

both in old 7/57? and in Aramaic characters. This fact, how- 

ever, would not exclude the possibility that parts of the 

earlier Prophets, of the Psalms and of other records, may 

have been preserved in the old Ibri characters in private 

hands. It is also possible that many apocryphal books were 

not received into the Canon because they were written in 

old Ibri letters; what other reason? could there have been 

1 Corpus Inscr. Sem., part ii. pp. 137 and 148 sqq., and our table. See also 

Noldeke in the Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed., vol. xxi. p. 647. 

* The reason given, that it was rejected because it bore the name of the 

author, does not seem plausible. : 
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for rejecting the book of Sirach, for instance, which is of 

as early a date as 200 n. €., and contains nothing but ethical 

aphorisms, which are not at variance with any Biblical 

record? An early Greek translation of it was made by the 

grandson of the author in Egypt, because the Egyptian Jews 

not only knew imperfeetly the Hebrew tongue, but perhaps also 

because they could not read the old Ibri character. Thus, instead 

of transcribing it into Aramaie characters, it was thought pre- 

ferable to make a Greek translation of it for more general use. 

We are inclined to believe that the Septuagint version was 

made from a copy or copies of the Pentateuch, written in 

Aramaic characters as far developed in the direction of the 

square forms as in the Egyptian papyri of 300 to 100 B.C., 

or in the Hebrew inscription of Gezer about 200 B.c.! We 

shall not insist upon the frequent confusion between vaw and 

yod, the forms of both being: nearly the same, as may be seen 

from the name of n\n’, written on the margins of the Greek 

translation IIIIT1 2. Indeed, although it is evident from the 

passage in Matthew? that the vod was the smallest letter in 

the time of Christ, and although it is in this form that we 

find it on the Aramaic papyri of Egypt, 100 B. C., as well as 

in the epitaph of the family Hezir, in Jerusalem, about the 

same date, and constantly in the Palmyrene inscriptions of 

9 B.c.4, it is nevertheless almost identical with the vaw on 

the inscription of the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em in Galilee, 

of the second century A.D. And from the rule, which we find 

in the Talmud as late as the fifth century A.D. that the 

professional scribes of the Pentateuch scrolls must take care 

not to write yod like vaw, it is plain that these two letters 

were still liable to be confused at a very late date ?. 

1 See our table of alphabets. 

? Jerome says erroneously that it was written in archaic characters. See 

Gesenius, op. cit. (note 3 on p. 1), p. 176. 

5 Mat. v. 18. * See for all these inscriptions the table of alphabets. 

5 Prof. Graetz, op. cit. (note 2 on p.1), p. 407, concludes that the Gospel of 

St. Matthew must be later than the Kefr Ber’em inscription, which is scarcely 

admissible. 
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We shall pass over the confusion of letters occurring in 

proper names in the Hebrew text and in the Septuagint. 

But when we find, in Gen. xlix. 22, what follows according 

to the A. V. in agreement with the Hebrew text: ‘Joseph isa 

fruitful bough (Heb. son), evez a fruitful bough (son) by a 

well; whose branehes (Heb. daughters) run over the wall;' 

translated in the LXX : Υἱὸς ηὐξημένος loon, υἱὸς ηὐξημένος 

μου ζηλωτός, vids μου νεώτατος πρός με ἀνάστρεψον, we have 

to suppose the following text for the latter part of the verse 

(we have not been able to hit upon one for pov ζηλωτός): 

aw "by "ywn 3 instead of ww ‘Sy (read yyy) muyy nva. 
Now the confusion between n and n and between 3 and ^ can 

only be explained by the help of advanced Aramaic, as in the 

papyri In verse 14 where the A. V. renders by ‘ Issachar is 

a strong ass, the LXX translate ᾿Ισσάχαρ τὸ καλὸν ἐπεθύμησεν, 

which would represent in Hebrew D7) "mn ^3Ut^, and if so, 

as the confusion between Ὁ and p is only possible in the same 

advanced Aramaic characters, it points to the same conclusion. 

An investigation into the various forms of characters in 

which scripture lay before the Greek translators by the re- 

construction of the text according to their translation would 

certainly clear up many doubts. But any one who would 

undertake this laborious task must bear in mind, that the 

Greek translators, like the Targumists, sometimes followed 

the interpretation current in the schools of the time, so that 

a different translation does not always imply a different text, 

more especially in prophetical passages. 

Of course we must not suppose that the earliest copies 

with square characters were specimens of calligraphic art, 

such as are to be found in our present MSS. We have only 

to look at the following scanty inscriptions which exist 

written in Hebrew square characters; they are (1) that of 

Araq-el-Emir! consisting of five letters, which according to a 

photograph read m3^y or ma2^y, and which we believe is of 

! Chwolson, op. cit. (note 7 on p. 2), p. 55, reproduced more exactly from 

a photograph in Dr. Driver's Notes on Samuel, p. xxii. 
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a much later date than 350 n. c. as originally supposed. The 

yod has still the ancient form as in the stele of Saqqarah. 

(2) That of Gezer!, probably of the second century B.C., 

in which we read ^neonn ‘limit of Gezer, i.e. a Sabbath day's 

journey ?. (3) On the porta triplex at Jerusalem ?, containing 

most probably the following words: 33nv 33 5bv 33 255 * Caleb 

son of Joseph son of Johanan,’ of doubtful date, but certainly 

not earlier than the first century B.c. (4) The epitaph of the 

family of Hezir*, discovered at the entrance to the so-called 

tomb of St. James, containing the following words: ^3p[n] ΠῚ 

ΒΟ ον δεν νιν [IDO ID pr yO nmm yy nen ΠΝ Ο a[> wom 

mn ὩΣ) non 3 ἬΝ ΟΝῚ ‘this tomb and resting-place is of Eleazar, 

Hanayah, Yoezer, Judah, Simeon, Johanan son of Joseph 

son.... sph and Eleazar sons of Hanayah of the sons of 

Hezir. The date is supposed to be between the first century 

B. C. and the first half of the first century A. D., probably about 

the first year of the Christian era. Here we find the final 

forms of the wx and pe. (5) The inscription of a royal sar- 

cophagus? found in the tombs of the kings, having a Syriac 

inseription with the following words: wn»oo py, Zin, the 

queen, and a Hebrew one xnabn mv, Zdh, the queen ; the date 

assigned to it is the first century A.D. It is perhaps the 

sarcophagus of the queen of Adiabene. (6) An inscription dis- 

covered near Jerusalem ?, on a road leading to the so-called 

tomb of the Judges or the Prophets, probably of the first 

century A.D., in which we read the words [mA ]on 5v nm a»ven 

‘this resting-place of Has[diyah].’ 

It is useless to proceed to later texts and to mention the 

inscriptions of the catacombs of Rome, the inscriptions of 

the synagogue of Kefr Ber’em in Galilee, the epitaphs of 

Venosa, and the Babylonian vases, which are all in Hebrew 

characters more or less cursive. But we must not omit to 

1 Chwolson, ibidem, p. 58. 2 Acts i. 12. 

* Chwolson, ibidem, p. 62. 

* Ibidem, p. 64, or Dr. Driver's Notes on Samuel, p. xxiii. 

5 Ibidem, p. 72. $ Ibidem, p. 74. 

VOL. III. C 
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state that the dates of the epitaphs found in the Crimea, 

the earliest of which is dated 6 A.D., are all forgeries, and 

that none of them is earlier than 12501; we shall see subse- 

quently that this is the case as regards the dates of some 

Pentateuch scrolls, one of which bears the date of 489 A.D. 

We have seen that the undeveloped forms of the ‘square’ 

letters are to be found in the papyri of 400 B.c., and more 

distinctly on the stele of Saqqarah 482 B.c. In the lately 

discovered Aramaic inscriptions of Teima, which are at the 

latest of the fourth century B.c., the square form of the n is 

already met with?. Thus the new Aramaic writing may 

safely be attributed to Ezra or his immediate successors, and 

be considered as having been simultaneously used along with 

the old Ibri letters, passing out of use after the triumph of 

the Maccabees—except among the Samaritans—for Biblical 

texts. lt was at that time when the MSS. of the Pentateuch 

became rare that new copies exclusively in Aramaic characters 

were introduced among the Jews. 

We have a vague statement in the Talmud which refers 

generally to that epoch. It is said? that three books (Penta- 

teuchs) were found in the Temple (Azarah), by the majority 

of which variations of reading were settled. We learn from 

this how the men who fixed the text of scripture must have 

gone to work. And the fact that the introduction of the 

new writing is not mentioned, indicates that it must have 

been almost universal at the time. The MSS. referred to 

in the passage were destroyed (or had long since perished), 

and their places were taken by new ones. No doubt, the 

same was the case with all MSS. of later date, the new ones 

causing the older ones to disappear. The result of printing 

the Talmud is a striking illustration of this. There is now 

only one complete MS. of it at Munich, and this of com- 

1 See Dr. Harkavy’s essay, Altjiidische Denkmiler aus der Krim, in the 

Mémoires de 0 Académie Impériale des Sciences de St. Pétersbourg, vii? série, 

t. xxiv, No. 1 (1876), p. 168 sqq. 

? Corp. Inscr. Sem., part ii. t. i. p. 107 sqq. 

* Palest. Talmud, Ta‘anith, iv. 2. 
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paratively late date. Yet it is certain that at least each 

school belonging to various congregations had a copy of the 

Talmud, while there were also many in private hands. 

After the destruction of the second Temple in the time of 

the Mishnah, there were many copies of the Old Testament 

in existence; we find, for instance, the mention of glosses in 

a copy made by R. Meir!, a great doctor and a professional 

scribe. Curiously enough some of these glosses or various 

readings have been lately discovered in a Midrash, compiled 

before 1280 A. D.*, where it is said that they were taken from 

a scroll carried away by the Romans after the capture of 

Jerusalem ?. This is the earliest MS. known of the Law or the 

Pentateuch, though lost like many others, but out of which 

not less than thirty-two variations from our Massoretic text 

are preserved. Josephus, in his description of the triumph 

which Vespasian held at Rome after his capture of Jerusalem, 

says amongst other things*: ‘ But for those that were taken 

in the Temple of Jerusalem, they made the greatest figure of 

them all: that is the golden table, of the weight of many 

talents ; the candlestick also, that was made of gold,... and 

last of all the spoils was carried the law of the Jews.’ Towards 

the end of the same chapter he says, that whilst Vespasian 

laid up in the Temple of Peace, as ensigns of his glory, those 

golden vessels and instruments that were taken from the 

Jewish Temple, he gave orders that they should deposit 

their law, and the purple veils of the holy place, in the royal 

palace itself, and keep them there. What was the reason 

that the great conqueror took such care to carry with him a 

copy of the Law, and assign to it such an honourable place, 

1 See the Rev. Isidore Harris’s essay, The Rise and the Development of the 
Massorah, in the Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. i. p. 134. 

2 The Midrash is quoted very often by Raymundus Martini in his Pugio 

fidei, composed in 1278. See Zhe Expositor, 1888 (vol. 7), p. 100 sqq. 

3 See the essay of Herr A. Epstein, Hin von Titus nach Rom gebrachter 

Pentateuch-Codex und seine Varianten, in the Monatsschrift für Geschichte 

und Wissenschaft des Judenthums, 1885, p. 338 sqq. Also 1886, p. 274 sqq. 

* Wars, VÀ. v. 7. 
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whilst Titus, as Josephus mentions!, presented him with 

many other codices captured by him, and whilst on the other 

hand, as the Talmud relates? in a legend, they were destroyed 

and profaned by him and his soldiers? No doubt it must 

have been a precious copy of the Law to which the Temple 

authorities attached special value, and this copy reached Rome 

about 70 A.D. Of course this precious scroll was destroyed 

with many other treasures of the city of the world together 

with the vessels of the Jerusalem Temple. This precious MS., 

however, did not always remain in the imperial palace, for it 

was handed over to a synagogue after 220 4.p. In a Mid- 

rash ὃ, attributed to Rabbi Moses, the preacher, at Narbonne, 

thirty-two variants are mentioned in the Pentateuch, found 

in the copy of the Law which was taken from Jerusalem to 

Rome and preserved in the synagogue of Asverus. (The 

Aramaic wording of this sentence may claim to be authentic.) 

Before mentioning a few of the most important variations, 

the synagogue of Asverus has to be identified. This has 

been done ingeniously by Herr A. Epstein* in a German 

essay of which we shall reproduce the substance. Asverus 

according to Oriental spelling represents the name of Severus. 

Now there might have been a synagogue at Rome built by a 

proselyte named Severus, although this is improbable, since 

the proselytes received usually Hebrew names. Besides, by 

what influence could a private person obtain a treasure laid 

up in the imperial palace? But let us see if we cannot find 

traces of an emperor Severus who was friendly to the Jews as 

Julian was. The Palestinian Talmud? relates that Antoninus 

obtained information at the school of Rabbi (the editor of the 

Mishnah) about the building of an altar and about preparing 

incense, a fact from which we may conclude that this emperor 

intended to build for the Jews of Rome a place of worship 

similar to that of Jerusalem. This Antoninus has been iden- 

t Fita, v5. ? Bab. Talmud, Gittin, fol. 66^, 

* See above, p. 19, note 2. * See above, p. 19, note 3. 

5 Megillah, i. 11. 
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tified with very good reason by the eminent historian of the 

Jews, Prof. Graetz!, with Antoninus Alexander Severus. On 

the other hand we may infer from Lampridius? that Severus 

was considered a friend of the Jews. Lampridius relates that 

Severus was called at a public feast by men of Alexandria and 

Antiochia ‘Archisynagogus and high-priest. This is perhaps 

a direct allusion to the synagogue built by him with a kind 

of altar in it. To this synagogue the emperor probably trans- 

ferred the precious scroll, out of which the compiler of the 

Midrash reports thirty-two variations, which are now pub- 

lished according to two MSS.? We shall only mention a few 

striking ones; some of them are corrupt in the MSS. and 

not intelligible as yet. In Genesis xviii. 21, 22 we read, ‘ And 

the Lord said, Because the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is 

great, and because their sin is very grievous, I will go down 

now, and see whether they have done altogether according to 

the cry of it, which is come unto me. The Asverus MS. 

reads onpyyan ‘their ery,’ which is parallel to ‘their sin’ in 

the previous verse. Indeed the Septuagint translates κραυγὴν 

αὐτῶν and so also the Aramaic translations, pan>pon. In 

Gen. xxiv. 7 ‘The Lord God of heaven, which took me from 

my father's house, and from the land of my kindred,’ lit. from 

the land of my birth. The A. V. by translating ‘of my kin- 

dred' avoided the diffieulty, that Abraham was born at Ur 

Kasdim, whilst his family settled at Haran. The Asverus 

scroll has ‘from my father's house and from my land’ ΟΥ̓ ΙΝ). 

Gen. xlvii. 7 ‘And I buried her (Rachel) in the way of 

Ephrath, the same is Bethlehem.’ This is in the first instance 

a geographical difficulty. Besides, according to 1 Samuel 

x. 2 and Jeremiah xxxi.15, Rachel’s grave was in the land of 

Benjamin, and not in Judah. The Asverus scroll has only 

‘And I buried her on the way.’ R. Meir also says distinctly, 

according to the Siphré, that Rachel died in the territory of 

1 Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1852, p. 430 sqq. 
2 Ad Alexandrum Severum, Cap. 28. 

? See Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1887, p. 508, where we find 

the reading of ΟΥ v3 instead of o» 10x83. 
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Benjamin!. This scroll omits the two names of the towns 

Adma and Zeboim after Sodom and Gomorrah in Deut. xxix. 

22 (23). Indeed the four cities are nowhere else mentioned 

together. Some of the variations to be found in the Asverus 

scroll are also quoted in the Midrash? from a MS. written by 

R. Meir. That the variations in this MS. are not an invention 

of the Talmudists may be seen from Jerome, who says in his 

commentary on Isaiah xxi. 11: ‘The burden of Dumah, that 

some Jews read Rumah for Dumah, which means to say that 

they apply this prophecy to Rome. And the Talmud states that 

in the MS. of R. Meir, Rumah stood in the place of Dumah 9. 

One fact is clear from the Asverus MS., viz. that although the 

text of the Pentateuch was in constant use in the synagogues 

from an early time and therefore better fixed than that of the 

other Biblical books, still there were not less than thirty-two 

variations from the Massoretic text, a fact which ought to be 

taken into consideration by the adversaries of Biblical eri- 

ticism. 

It cannot be doubted that the Jews, when dispersed over 

the world, were provided with copies of the Pentateuch, from 

the Babylonian and the Palestinian schools, besides the lessons 

of the Prophets, or the Haftaroth, the Psalms, the five 

‘ Megilloth,’ and the book of Job, which were all used in the 

synagogues on the sabbath, festivals, and fast days. Not a 

leaf of these copies is known at present to exist. We may 

ask where are the copies without vowel-points, which were 

certainly not introduced before the sixth century at the 

earliest? Did they all perish in the frequent persecutions 

of the Jews, or were they destroyed when the vowel-points 

were introduced, or do fragments of them still exist in some 

old synagogue, hidden away in remote corners? We hope 

that the last suggestion may prove to be the correct one, 

and that after thorough searching in the East, some of these 

! See Herr Epstein’s discussion on this point in the Monatsschrift, ete. (note 3 

on p. I9), 1887, p. 345. 

? Breshith Rabbd, chaps. ix, xx. * Palest. Talmud, Ta‘anith, i. 1. 
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fragments may be brought to light, as was the case with 

the MS. of A.D. 916, now at St. Petersburg. Many MSS., 

now lost, are indeed mentioned in the Massorah as well as 

in early commentators and in Hebrew chronicles. In the 

first instance, we may mention the famous codex Hilleli, 

attributed by some to Hillel the elder—which it is unneces- 

sary to prove cannot be the case. Abraham Zakkuth (in his 

chronicle, composed about 1500) states that on the 28th of 

Ab, of the year 4957 A. M.= 14th of August, 1197 A. D., there was 

a great persecution at Leon, in Spain. At that time the 

famous and very correct codex, which was written 600 years 

before that time, viz. about 600 a.D., by Hillel, and there- 

fore called Hilleli, was carried away from Leon, and was 

used for the collation and correction of existing MSS. ‘I saw 

of it’, says Zakkuth, ‘the parts containing the Prophets, 

written in large and carefully executed characters, at Bugia, 

in Africa, whither it was brought by the exiles from Portugal.’ 

According to David Qamhi's statement in his grammar, the 

Pentateuch of this famous MS. was some time at Toledo. 

A newly acquired MS. in the Bodleian Library?, written at 

Cairo, 1564, reads more correctly, ‘written by Hillel son of 

Moses son of Hillel,’ and thus the name of Hilleli is justi- 

fied?, We know a scribe named Moses ben Hillel, who 

! So in ed. princeps (3 E, 1») and other editions according to it. Ed, Fili- 

powski (according to the MS. of Oxford, No. 2202 of our catalogue) has (fol. 220*) 

Moses ben Hillel (see the article of Prof. H. L. Strack, in the Zeitschrift für 

Lutherische Theologie, 1875, p. 599). 

2 We read in the MS. Hebr. d. 16, of the Bodleian Library, the following : n3va 

YAW D'25n^300 FIN’ ΠῚ 352 5111 WOW TAR Md 5 OVA [Lià*] i5phnh 
103 190 D mp bana VIW DMD 137 DoD WwexT INI ITN jxiD3 Oy 

"jn Np) wow 5»*3 5558 ji Tw 12 251 '4 ὈΠῚΝ in5o mo maso vv 
D'w'i3 MIRIPD (WA CMRI ^?2N) DIDO 55 D'r35 OAD MIP ID vno 
SRI WII WV IATW NPI NIT ΠῚ ΤῚΝ nin350 DIT pi v8 

'"opm 3in3»€o nio nYwD "b nn» Ww OF OW) AP DNA AN AIA: [ ] 

"Pm yo enm o3 "ΟΝ 315 PY) prp 5» 3310 ODP pra pra 

TM ow. mmn 
* Consequently our suggestion (Jewish Chronicle, 1886, fol. 124, 22 January, 

where a part of this paper is printed), that the Hilleli may have been written 

at Hillah, near Bagdad, and therefore called Hillali, must be abandoned. 

* See Graetz, Gesch. der Juden, t. vi. p. 212, where we read 9 Ab instead of 28. 
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copied a MS. of the Hagiographa, now in St. Petersburg, 

in the year 994 a.D.!_ Whether our Hillel is the son of 

this Moses, or an ancestor, is difficult to decide, for the date 

which Zakkuth gives cannot be exact. The Hilleli codex is 

at present lost, but lists of the variations in it are to be found 

in a number of MSS., some of which have been published in 

Dr. Ginsburg’s edition of the Massorah. Variations from a 

great number of standard codices are also mentioned. "There 

are the Eastern and Western codices, the variations of the 

schools of Suri and Nehardea in Babylonia, the Zanbuqi (pro- 

bably of the locality Zanbuk, on the Tigris), the codex of 

Bagdad (called also Shargi (Eastern), and Babli, and probably 

identical with the Eastern codex mentioned above), the codices 

of Erfurt, of Jerusalem, of Jericho (Lunel), of Lombart (Lom- 

bardy), of Sinai (Rothenburg ?), of Tiberias, of Würzburg, the 

revised codices (pr, n», or ἡ) ἽΡ nx»), codices of Ezra?, of 

R. Gershom (of Metz), R. Jacob (of Ramerupt?), the Great 

Mahzord, and many others, the titles of which are doubtful ?. 

The most numerous and widely-copied variations (chiefly 

bearing on vowel-points) are from the two Massoretes called 

Aaron ben-Asher and Mosheh ben-Naphtali. The codex of 

the latter is lost, unless the colophon of a Petersburg MS. is 

genuine, which states the following: ‘I, Moses the scribe, son 

of R. David son of R. Naphtali, have carefully arranged accord- 

ing to ...in the year 1234 as we count at Aleppo (i. e. the 

era of the Seleucidae), or 853 years after the destruction of the 

second Temple, or 4682 A.M. (which gives the year 922 A.D.) *. 

The codex of Aaron (Abu Said) ben-Asher was believed to be 

at the great synagogue at Aleppo, but it has been proved by 

Dr. Wickes?, with whom others agree®, that this cannot be 

1 Strack, /. c. (note I on p. 23). 

2 See Revue des Etudes juives, t. xix. p. 242, note 2. 

3 See Dr. Ginsburg’s edition of the Massorah, i. fol. 604 sqq. 

* Strack, op. cit. (note 1 on p. 23), p. 617. 

5 See A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Twenty-one so-called Prose Books 
of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1887, p. vii sqq. 

® See Revue des Études juives, t. xv. p. 316. 
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the case; in fact, according to the facsimile of a page which 

is given in his excellent book, the MS. seems to be of the 

eleventh century, if not of a later date. The MS. of the 

Prophets belonging to the Karaitie synagogue at Cairo was 

written!, according to the colophon (at the end of the Minor 

Prophets) which we shall reproduce later on, by Moses ben- 

Asher in the year 827 of the destruction of the second Temple 

—895 A.D. This MS. would consequently contain the oldest 

text of the Hebrew Bible known at present. But from the 

mode of accentuation in this MS., Drs. S. Baer and Wickes both 

concluded that it could not have been pointed by a Massorete 

of the Ben-Asher school, the accentuation being against the 

rules laid down by Ben-Asher. In facsimile No. 1, which we 

have obtained, together with No. 2, through the kindness of 

Dr. Lansing, of Cairo”, containing 1 Samuel iv. 15 to v. 8, 

the lighter metheg is omitted in the words ΣΝ) (iv. 16, col. 1, 

line 5), nw (iv. 17, col. 1, 1. 12), jpt "5 (v. 18, col. 1, 1. 18), and 

in other places, which would not be the case in a Ben-Asher 

codex. Sometimes the metheg is in the wrong place, for 

instance, in nnep *5 (v. 6, col. 3, 1. 16) and nvys no (v. 7, col. 

3, l. 20), not in conformity with the rules of Ben-Asher. The 

colophon of facsimile No. 2 must either have been copied from 

another codex, as is the case with the Aleppo MS.5, or it is a 

forgery altogether; indeed the style of it would justify our 

taking it as such. Both MSS. seem to be written, if not by 

the same scribe, at all events by the same school of copyists. 

This codex is, to judge from the facsimiles, of the eleventh and 

perhaps even of the beginning of the twelfth century. Dr. 

Harkavy, who had the opportunity of examining this MS. three 

years ago, when on a literary tour in the East, informs us that 

he is of the same opinion concerning the date of this MS. 

! According to Miss M. Wall between 4to and folio, as the MS. is as near 

square as possible, measuring 20 x 18 inches, 3 cols. of 23 lines each. 

? Miss Wall, of Southport, has favoured us with four other photographs of 

this MS., but they are unfortunately not in a state to be used for our purpose. 

* See above, p. 24. 
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The colophon reads as follows! : 

Col. 1. "nen AP nàn3 WN |3 AW ON 

Sy nawon aos ὍΣ tp by sapody 
may AMD MIMD. 2b AN 

pea moy wanws nbn wn 
b5 p»abn nbs wp ^ mna 
x ADIN "p nTevbem nnb? 

noo "23 yD NO mw wow pon 
no by ὍΝ. wb Nb pnd inve 

Pon Yom iowym ond pow 
DW" DAD AYIINY By 

“25 wrves Sow ὌΝΟΣ bn»owa 
NYT AND "Eva pino Tni 

pad mu» wy Tew yay sadn 
pow 3253 meyby 1055) 4055 mna 

mos Syne 535 yan ves 

bey: mow man mov ypd sansa 
nowy wa man j3mn5 pw yaw 
way mom voy awe" movs wv 

33 ody joa 9273) DD) ΠῚΡΝ 2 Ν8 
yn» wb pam wy vn» wbv 103 opo 

ww mins meby by» nby5 
ἸῸΝ yaw 53 spray 

[oiu n union po nion 53 
mnm nnv jo w nmm 
DN vob pmo Ww a7 

ox NbN AT DD ymp Ww 
$33 3 wu ym psp 
PI ON AND. n vuv 

IN IDNI IN MDDS 'N 
mom xd 35 m Se ama 
oy mm 5w nnb xy 

! See Eben Sappir, i. (Lyck, 1866; Saphir on the title-page of ii, Mainz, 
1874), p. 14", and Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1871, p. 4. 
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new Dw. AN Nd 
nu Aw MAM veo 

nn35 sD yoy) 
wy nu awd) wos 

ΓΒ ssa wa mbo35 
me oa Now vmosy 

yow” wompn 
yoy yowm 

Sow ΠΝΥ ΠῚ 
οἷν 

The late Rabbi Jacob Sappir! and Dr. S. Baer? are of 

opinion that the characters with whieh the MS. is written 

are Sefaradie or Spanish ; to us it seems to have been written 

in the East, and most likely in Syria. The characters are 

indeed different from those found in the facsimile of the 

Cambridge MS.?, which is executed in Spanish characters. 

Thus the.codex Babylonicus of the later Prophets, dated 

1227 Sel., which is 916 A.D., remains the oldest MS. known 

now. ‘The old codices, viz. the Hilleli (according to Zak- 

kuth’s description), the codex Babylonicus, the Cairo and 

Aleppo MSS. are written in large characters, and so are, if 

we are not mistaken by a hurried glance at those at St. 

Petersburg in 1877, the codices of the earliest dates, viz. 

from 922 to 1051 A.D. 

We have said that the codex Babylonicus of 916 is the 

oldest Hebrew Biblical MS. known at present. In order to 

justify this date, it must in the first place be pointed out that 

the eolophon of the famous Pentateuch scroll at St. Petersburg, 

which gives the date of 489 A. D., is simply a forgery*. But 

there is the MS. No. 12 at the University Library, Cambridge, 

written by Jacob Levi and finished the seventh of the month 

1 Eben Sappir, i. p. 14°. 

2 Private communication, dated July 1890. 

* See facsimiles, Nos. 3 and 4. 

* See the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Imperial Library of St. Peters- 

burg (in German), i. ii, by A. Harkavy and H. L. Strack, 1875, p. 12 sqq. 
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of Adar 616 a.M., or 208 of the construction of the Temple, 

which makes 18th of February, 856 a.p.; this date, which 

has not been accepted by any scholar who has discussed the 

subject, was firmly believed by the author of the first part of 

the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the University Library 

at Cambridge, which appeared in 1876, to be genuine’. We 

propose to mention first what has been said by others about 

the date of this MS. before giving our own opinion. Kenni- 

cott in 17537, after having given a short description of the 

MS., writes as follows: ‘This MS. was writ by Jacob Levi, 

and is dated mw nYn/n/ without explaining or translating 

this date. He omitted the second date, which refers to the 

year of the construction of the Temple. In the variae lectiones, 

Kennicott gives many variations of this MS., which seem to 

amount to 12,000. He was taken to task for this incomplete 

description by an anonymous Abbé? in 1771, who reproaches 

him rightly for not having given the second date as well, and 

for not explaining both, for, says the Abbé, The date from the 

construction of the Temple could refer to the first, second, or 

third (Herodian) Temple. We omit the dates proposed by the 

Abbé, which would not add much to our subject. As to the 

variations given from this MS., the Abbé divided them into 

various classes. 

1. Variations which represent no language at all; for 

instance: Gen. xxx. 22, the MS. reads ody instead of mx 

pow; Lev. xxvii. 11 mind instead of mm^; Deut. i. 25 vm 

instead of v1" ; Joshua [inp instead of inn] xvi. 10 *sysn 

instead of *xys5n, and xxiv. 11 "Nn instead of “nxn; Judges 

ix. 1 ''oNb instead of WN). 

! Catalogue of the Hebrew Manuscripts preserved in the University Library, 
Cambridge, by the late Dr. S. M. Schiller-Szinessy, vol. i. (all that has ap- 

peared), containing Sections 1. The Holy Scriptures; 11. Commentaries on the 

Bible, Cambridge, 1876, No. 12 (p. 12 sqq.). 

2 The State of the Printed Hebrew Text of the Old Testament considered. 

A dissertation in two parts, Oxford, 1753, p. 342. 

* Lettres de M. V Abbé de .. . ex-professeur en hébreu en Vumiversité de... 

au Sr. Kennicott anglois, Rome, 1771, p. 24 8qq. 
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2. Variations which, although representing good Hebrew, 

give no sense in the respective passages where they occur. For 

instance: Exodus xxxii. 26 ὃν for vow; Lev. iv. 35 ans in- 

stead of ons; Numbers xxi. 7 78") instead of "bw"; Deut. 

xxi. 2 yn instead of pnyn; Joshua v. r4 35 instead of xb; 

Judges ix. 51 byw instead of 35y»; 1 Sam. xvi 13 ody m 

instead of mm nmm. 

3. Confusion of 3 and 5, 1 and 3, 4 and ^, n and n, and 

n and p. For instance: 1 Sam. xxv. 16 757 instead of myn; 

2 Sam. xxi. 18 393 instead of 2333; 1 Kings ni. 6 mm oa in- 

stead of mm ova; 1 Kings xvii. 20 nmn instead of Munn; 

Prov. vi 3 ne^nn instead of ppinn. The Abbé adds rightly 

that similar mistakes are to be found in other MSS., written 

by either inexperienced or ignorant copyists, but which no 

one would expect from an early MS. [and still less of such 

an early date as 856]. The Abbé adds that of these three 

kinds of mistakes he could produce at least 1400 variations. 

4. Original mistakes, which are corrected by a later hand. 

For instance: Gen. xxxviii. 28 nn5*3 corrected into nn953 ; Ex. 

ii. 16 mpwpd into mipwnd; Lev. vi. 13 mon into Won. Of this 
kind of mistake there are at least 234 instances. 

5. Additional words by the original seribe which yield no 

sense whatever. For instance: Gen. ii 9 [pw] pn !, xxxvii. 
17, "ON" [wos vwwn np» 75%]; Ex. xviii. 24 ΠΨΦΌ[ΠΌ], 
xxv. 1 nwo [mm] 5x mm nam; Num. xi. 1 nyv soma [53] y^, 
Deut. ii. 31 w^N nmi [ww vnwop5] imb nx. There are at least 
330 additions of this kind 1n the MS. 

6. There are more than 300 erasures. For instance: Gen. 

ii. 22 yoyn, where the y is written on an erasure; vi. 21 

nn» 35, between these two words are three or four letters 

erased. 

7. There are more than 630 omissions, among them eleven 

entire verses, omissions which naturally destroy the sense of 

the passages. For instance: Gen. i. 26 worn is missing, iii. 

15 the words 21 y^ are absent. 

! The words in [ ] are the additional ones. 
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8. Nearly 450 words or letters are doubtful; no example 

is given here. 

g. There are nearly 120 repetitions, amongst them three 

verses, viz. Gen. xxxi. 12; Ex. vi. 17; Isaiah xi. 10. . For 

repetitions of words the following instances are given: Gen. 

xiii. 2 paw, xvii. 8 pawn 53 ny J, xxviii. 6 dyna 12. 130 5x 
Wy) APY’ ON APA NN "Nn. 

το. Transpositions. For instance: Jer. xlvi. ro 4x5 mm^; 

Judges x. 6 ry poy now nsi avo mds nsi... The Abbé con- 

sequently laughs at Kennicott for his producing 12,000 varia- 

tions from this MS. 

Many of these blunders are corrected either on the margin 

or above the corresponding words. | 

In the letter to a friend, 17721, in defence of Kennicott 

and against the 4/6, not much is said concerning our MS., 

except that the variation Joshua v. 14 is excellent, which 

is to be compared with the Greek and Syriae versions, and 

‘with the context. We think that the context requires xd. 

In the Dissertatio generalis, eod. 89?, Kennicott gives 

a fuller description of the MS., discussing the two dates, 

and the state of some of the letters in 16; and comes finally 

to the following result: * Eadem mecum in sententia est 

Cl. Brunnius, scil. codicem hune non esse antiquiorem seculo 

13. De Rossi? accepts Kennicott’s conclusion. The late 

Dr. Zunz* has ingeniously explained the concordance of the 

two dates, viz. 616 of the creation and 208 of the construc- 

tion of the Temple, in the following way. The Jewish 

chronology places the construction of the second Temple 

in the year 3408 A.M., and the interval between 4616 Δ. Μ. 

and 3408 a.m. makes 1208, which is expressed by the second 

1 Letter to a Friend occasioned by a French Pamphlet lately published 

against Doctor Kennicott and his Collation of the Hebrew MSS., London 

(Oxford), 1772. 

2 Dissertatio generalis in Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, etc., fol. (Oxford, 

1771, as a preface to the Variae Lectiones) 78; 8vo. (with Brun's notes, 

Brunovici, 1785), p. 374 566. 

3 Variae Lectiones V. T., etc., Parma, 1784, p. Lxiii>. 
* Zur Geschichte und. Litteratur, i. p. 214. 
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date 208 omitting the thousand. He adds that ‘the date 

of 856 4.D. is however an evident falsification, since the MS. 

is much later. Had Dr. Zunz seen the MS.? We must 

suppose so from his words. We may sum up the opinion of 

modern scholars thus. Drs. Steinschneider!, Wickes?, and 

Ginsburg *, all three (who have the greatest experience in 
Hebrew palaeography) agree in the date of the thirteenth 

century, and the late Professor W. Wright, as editor of the 

Oriental series of the London Palaeographieal Society, did not 

produee a specimen page of this MS. as a dated and early 

Hebrew MS., for the reason that he did not believe the dates 

genuine. During all this time we heard that Dr. Schiller- 

Szinessy firmly believed that the text of this MS. was really 

finished in 856, and scholars interested in the palaeography 

of Biblieal MSS. were eagerly expecting the issue of the first 

part of the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. at Cambridge, in 

order to see what his arguments might be. At last the long 

expected work saw the light in 1876, where we read * that the 

'bare text' (written by a different hand from that of the 

pointer and accentuator, who is himself again different from 

the writer of the Massorah, to which comes a fourth hand 

for the ornaments, and a fifth and sixth for minor points) is 

in a fine Sephardic handwriting, dated Adar 616 (18 February, 

856). Further on ?, Dr. Schiller-Szinessy says that the text 

must have been executed in Palestine, although not in 

Jerusalem, and as to the date of the copy ‘a minute and 

careful examination of the MS. shows that the reasons which 

have hitherto been alleged are wholly insufficient to condemn 

it as a forgery. For further details the reader is referred 

! Hebrüische Bibliographie, xix (1879), p. 7o. Dr. Steinschneider thinks 

that Jacob Levi's rhymes in the colophon seem to be written by an untrained 

Ashkenazi (German Jew), but that is not the case, as can be seen from the 

photographie reproduction of the two pages, where the characters are distinctly 

of the Hispanico-Portuguese school. 

? See A. Treatise on the Accentuation (note 5 on p. 24), p. ix. 
* From personal communication. 

* Catalogue, etc. (note I on p. 28), p. 12 sqq. 
* Ibidem, p. 14. 
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to Excursus I at the end of the catalogue. This excursus 

was promised as early as 1872 !, but nothing has been heard of 

it, and perhaps we shall not be far from the truth when we say 

that nothing could have been heard of it, for the simple 

reason that the author of the catalogue had no proofs of the 

antiquity of the MS, Had he some reasonable ones in store, 

he would not have attempted to refute Dr. Wickes some years 

ago? by saying that he has the dullest understanding, that a 

man must be a born palaeographer to judge of the age of 

Hebrew MSS., and finally by referring to a private MS. 

without giving a single fact concerning it. These are not 

arguments, and if he had no others for his excursus it is 

certainly as well that it has never seen the light. 

We have learnt? how ignorant and incompetent the copyist 

of this MS. must have been from the Abbé's letter, the state- 

ments of which we have duly collated and found exact; 

besides, Kennicott himself did not contradict them. Is it 

indeed possible that a seribe who wrote long before the great 

Massorete Ben-Asher*, at a time when the greatest care was 

bestowed on copying, should have made such blunders as 

those mentioned above ; and that too 1n Palestine, the cradle of 

the Western punctuation? But what is Dr. Schiller-Szinessy’s 

argument for his suggestion that the copyist wrote in Pales- 

tine? He gives us a fragment of his Excursus 2» spe; and 

says that ‘it will be seen from the words mmn» ^3y3v wy j^3p3 

(comp. Josh. xxiv. 2, ete., and Is. vii. 20), which occur in the 

colophon ?, where Jacob Levi says “the voice of the messenger 

may be heard soon for the gathering of our nation on the 

other side of the river.”’ Dr. Schiller-Szinessy thought that 

‘the other side of the river’ means Mesopotamia, and supposes 

accordingly that the scribe lived in Palestine, whereas ‘the 

other side of the river’ in the middle ages means the lost 

1 See his paper on the Prideaux scroll, in the Transactions of the Society of 

Bibl. Archaeology, 1872, p. 265, 

? The Academy, 5 November, 1887, p. 304. 

3 See above, p. 28 sqq. * See above, p. 24. 

5 See the facsimile, No. 4, line 10, and below, p. 35. 
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tribes on the other side of the river called ‘Sambatyon?.’ 

Indeed, there is no instance in Jewish liturgy or poetry of 

special notice being taken of the Babylonian Jews; there 

was a prayer for the schools of Babylonia which flourished 

from 300-9oo, but not for the Jewish nation in general. 

And what an anachronism there is in Dr. Schiller-Szinessy’s 

statement when he says that the MS. is written by a 

Sephardic (Spanish) hand, at a time when the Spanish Jews 

were still in utter ignorance of the Talmud, and much more 

of the rules of copying Biblical texts. In fact a Sephardic 

writing did not exist in 856, at least as far as can be judged 

from the absence of all Jewish writing in Spain at that 

time? How can a Bible be copied with the view of adding 

later the Massorah on the margins, at a time when such a 

thing as a Massorah in a compendious form scarcely existed? 

* Dr. Steinschneidersays in H. B. (note 1 on p. 31) that this expression seems to 

refer to the Jews on the other side of the Sambatyon, if it means anything. 

? It is curious to mention that the Rev. W. H. Lowe, in his book The 

Fragment of Talmud Babli Pesachim of the Ninth or Tenth Century in the 

University Library, Cambridge, Cambridge, 1879, p. XV. note 2, says the fol- 

lowing: ‘ The development of distinct schools of writing is, of course, a very 

gradual process, extending over centuries. We may, however, say that the 

Ashkenazic and Sephardic (Spanish and German) schools in writing had 

begun to become distinguished at least as early as 8co A.D.' We suppose 

that Mr. Lowe's statement is based on oral tradition, since we have not a line 

of Hebrew writing of the eighth century (except perhaps in the Fayyum 

Papyri; see Dr.Steinschneider's article in the A egyptische Zeitschrift, viii (1879), 

p.96, and Mittheilungen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus des Erzherzog Rainer, 

i-ii (Wien, 1886), p. 45), and very little genuine writing of the ninth 

century, and at all events, nothing in Sephardic or Ashkenazic forms. We 

believe that the fragment of which Mr. Lowe gives a photographic page 

was written in a Greek-speaking country ; and from these forms the Ashkena- 

zic is derived, whilst the Sephardic square characters are derived from those 

which we find in MSS. written in Syria. These Cambridge fragments are at 

the earliest of the eleventh century. Indeed, none of the seven arguments which 

Mr. Lowe gives (pp. xv and xvi) for an older date will stand a critical test. 

The script much resembles that of plate xe of the London Palaeographical 

Society (Oriental part), which is dated 1073. Dr. Schiller-Szinessy gives the 

following Kabbalistical description of it: ‘The writing, which is between the 

ruled lines, is a firm French Ashkenazi. Consequently, the scribe must either 

have been himself a Jew from the North (East?) of France, or have been 

trained by one. Judging from the way it is dated, the volume was most 

probably written in Greece.’ Credo quia absurdwm. 

VOL. III. D 
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On the other hand, there is no instance of a MS. waiting 

for centuries to be completed by the addition of vowel-points 

and accents, and the Massorah. He who believes that may 

also hear the grass growing. 

Now let us say a word about the date. We find MSS. 

dated by the era of the Seleucidae, by that of the creation, by 

the era of the destruction of the two Temples, by that of the 

building of the fist Temple, by that of the Exodus from Egypt}, 

but never by the building of the second Temple, which is 

meant in the colophon of Jacob Levi. And why so? only in 

order to give more weight by the double era to his falsified 

date, and for that he is obliged to omit in both dates the 

thousands, viz. [4]616 a.m. and [1]208? of the building of 

the Temple. Or did Dr. Schiller-Szinessy think that the 

copyist means the building of the first Temple? If so, how 

could he make the two dates agree? Indeed it is astonishing 

that in a catalogue which is worked out so minutely (half 

of its contents being simply a repetition of what has already 

been said concerning the MSS.), that no attempt should be made 

to say a word about the agreement of the two dates, which 

could be done in two lines. We know that MSS. have 

falsified dates in order to make them older, and fetch a higher 

price. Such is the case with the MSS. at the Vatican, Nos. 4, 

5; 6, 9, 29, 31, 38, and Urb.2; Paris, No. 4, cod. 75; Copen- 

hagen, No. 5; Kennicott, Nos. 186, 193, 195, 516, and 559 of 

the Dissertatio generalis. Jacob Levi did the same, and ac- 

cordingly uses the strange word ppn, and for the rhyme of his 

colophon he takes the irregular words 14m and mn, and the 

Aramaic words mw, NUD^, and mns. A peculiarity of his is 

also the word ΗΠ, ‘I have concluded,’ for which is usually 

found the words 'nb"D or ΩΣ, and in Yemen MSS. yya). 

1 See the MS. of the Bodleian, No. 1452 in the new catalogue; the usual 

date in earlier MSS. written in the East is the era of the Seleucidae; 

later on with the addition of the era of the creation; sometimes we find the 

era of the destruction of the Temple, mostly in MSS. written by Greek Jews ; 

in Western countries the era of the creation is predominant. We have chosen 

a MS. which gives all possible dates together. 

? See above, p. 30. 
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^»3b instead of “DIN does not speak for the copyist’s grammar. 

Dr. Sehiller-Szinessy speaks! of various readings in this MS. 

as ‘a source of which, though important, but little notice has 

hitherto been taken in collating MSS.’ Had he ever seen the 

Abbé's letter which could have informed him what these 

variations are? We suppose he had not, for he does not quote 

it in his catalogue, which he must have done in describing a 

MS., if he had known it, although he was not very fond 

of quoting. We were told at Cambridge that there are 

observations in MS. by Dr. Schiller-Szinessy relating to this 

MS., but the Librarian hesitated to communicate them to 

us, although they are the property of the Library. The 

emendation of non (Zeph. ii. 3) into ntn, not mentioned 

by Kennicott, is not of early origin, as Dr. Schiller-Szinessy 

thought?, and is after all a poor emendation. 

In order to enable those who are acquainted with the 

palaeography of the Hebrew square charaeters—although not 

* born palaeographers '—to form an opinion respecting the age 

of this MS., we give two photographic facsimiles of it, viz. 

Gen, xxi 19 to xxii. 8 and 2 Chron. xxxvi. 13 to the end, 

with the colophon which reads as follows :— 

"5i "bn apy ἊΝ 
"pn nr nonn 

""N Ni 3^ wind ^ 
357 3n» nvmwa3 

mweb m^Yn/n nx) 
mnn mà pad pn 

men x mand ^n v3 5 
mv NWOT pim 2 y 
mno pow away by p 

mum »3y35 wey pupa 
ΠΥ ΠῚ mn AY PF 

mwena a nd 
mon wwd »5 na 3 

ΠΡ JAI nn» wow» Ὁ 

* Catalogue, etc., p. 14 (§ 2). ? Ibidem. 

D 2 
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We shall be prepared to retract our views concerning this 

MS. if one of Dr. Schiller-Szinessy’s disciples or some one 

else will bring forward plausible arguments for the antiquity 

of it. Jacob Levi is not known as a copyist of any other 

MS.; perhaps he is the father of Nethanel the scribe, son 

of Jacob Levi, who copied at Narbonne, Shebat 5042=1281 

or 1282, Maimonides’ Mischnah Torah for Joseph, son of 

Abraham, son of David, a MS. preserved in the Talmud Torah 

school at Amsterdam !. 

For completeness sake we shall mention fragments of MS. 

scrolls in the possession of private gentlemen at Kertsch, in 

Russia, written in peculiar Hebrew charaeters. "They contain 

fragments of Isaiah, the Minor Prophets, Proverbs, Lamenta- 

tions, Esther, and Daniel, without vowel-points and accents. 

Are they genuine or not? Dr. Harkavy has diseussed the 

matter fully, but has not come to any definite conclusion. He 

only says that the characters in the MS. seem to be old. 

Faesimiles of some of the fragments are to be found in 

Dr. Harkavy's essay ?, as well as in the Palaeographical Atlas to 

the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 

No. 39. 

! Nethanel says in the colophon 55335 ΠΝ 3p nn 770) nns mn, 
which is not usually found in colophons. 

2 Mémoires de U Académie Impériale des Sciences de St. Pétersbourg, vii? série, 

t. xxxii, No. 8 (1885). 

[This essay has been in type since the 20th September, 1889, and was 

intended for Studia Biblica ii.] 

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES. 

T'o page 3, note 1. Professor Sayce kindly informs us that the characters of 

the Panammu inscription (of about 730 B. C.) are of the Phoenician type, like 

those of the Aramaic dockets on the contract-tablets of Nineveh (see p. 6, 

note 2). They have not yet developed into strictly Aramaic forms, and con- 

sequently have no bearing upon our argument. 

To page 11, note 5. M. Joseph Halévy proposes the reading *w1523 instead’ 

of "2125, explaining it by the writing of Nablós, i. e. in Samaritan characters. 

Nablás, however, is expressed in the Talmudic literature by 0515») (Ὁ 5187) 

and p»3bi. See La Géographie du Talmud, p. 169, notes 1 and 2. 
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37 

H, 

THE ARGUMENT OF ROMANS IX-XI 

[C. Gore.] 

Ir would be impossible to deny that these chapters contain 

‘some things hard to be understood, which the ignorant and 

unstedfast, and not only they, have ‘ wrested’ to conclusions 

as disastrous, as they are alien to St. Paul's mind. If an 

exacter interpretation of St. Paul's language is to bring out 

sounder results, there are certain general considerations as 

to his method which must be kept in mind. a 

1. St. Paul, unlike St. John, is an argumentative writer. 

His thought is exhibited to us in process. It is moving 

from point to point. Each particular stage in the argument 

‘looks before and after:’ it has its meaning only with 

reference to the whole. To isolate it is to rob it of its true 

foree. Thus, St. Paul, less than almost any other author, 

admits of being used as a repertory of detached texts. 

2. His method may be called abstract or ideal: that is 

to say, he makes abstraction of the particular aspect of a 

subject with which he is immediately dealing, and—appa- 

rently indifferent to being misunderstood—treats it in iso- 

lation; giving, perhaps, another aspect of the same subject 

in equal abstraction in a different place. He does not guard 

himself or correlate his different points of view like a modern 

writer. For instance, writing of 'the law, he mostly treats 

it ideally, that is, according to its governing idea or charac- 

teristic function, not as a complex historical fact. Thus, 

when he comes to state the principle of faith, as opposed 

! The substance of this paper was read before a Meeting at the house of 

the Rev. the Professor of Hebrew, on Dec. 6, 1886. 
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to the principle of the law (Rom. x. 6-8), he finds no 

difficulty in taking his illustration of faith out of the 

books of the law !. The books of Moses are, in fact, charac- 

terized by the principle of law, but they contain other ele- 

ments?, And St. Paul deals with them in general simply 

according to their characteristic idea. Once again: he 

deals with the history of the development of sin, as if it 

represented the whole history of fallen man, in Romans 1: 

and then, in Rom. ii. 14-16, he gives us a glimpse of 

another principle which had been at work all the time, viz. 

the rectifying action of the natural conscience. 

3. St. Paul argues mostly ‘ad hominem, like Augustine. 

Thus, he is only understood rightly when we keep constantly 

before us a clear idea of the opponent's position which he is 

combating. This is a caution especially necessary in the 

chapters we are now to review. St. Paul in these chapters 

is popularly supposed to be justifying the ways of God to 

men, by asserting His absolute rights, as against any power 

on man’s part to control his own destiny. ‘It is not of 

him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God 

that sheweth mercy.’ ‘Hath not the potter power over the 

elay ?’ Such a conception of God's absolute sovereignty an- 

nihilates human freedom and responsibility, and thus, in fact, 

St. Paul has constantly been regarded, by those within and 

those without the Church, as really denying these bases of 

moral action. This has resulted, practically, in a misuse of 

St. Paul by those who were prepared to be ‘Calvinistic,’ 

and an equally serious disuse of his teaching by those who 

were not. But in fact this popular supposition as to St. 

Paul’s meaning, is an error due to his (ideal) opponent in 

this argument not having been kept steadily enough in view. 

The opponent whom St, Paul has in mind is a Jew, or one 

! Deut. xxx. 11-14. 

* «Grace, already existing in the Jewish theocracy, was the fruitful germ 

deposited under the surface, which was one day to burst forth and become 

the peculiar character of the new covenant.’ Godet in loc. 
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representing the Jewish case, who pleads that God had 

pledged Himself to the Jews as such: He had committed 

Himself to them as the chosen people: it was enough for 

them to say, ‘We have Abraham to our father;' ‘The 

temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord are we. Thus, 

any view of God’s dealings which, like St. Paul’s, involved 

the conclusion that a catholic Church and not the Jewish 

race constituted under present circumstances the elect body, 

on a basis of faith and not of the law, stood self-condemned. 

Now such a plea as the Jew is here supposed to urge, carries 

with it the supposition that God had tied His hands in 

choosing Israel. However Israel might behave, God was 

committed to it. As against such a position,—a position 

really destruetive of all moral responsibility— St. Paul asserts 

the Divine freedom. He asserts that God never tied His 

hands by committing Himself to the material limits of a 

race, in sueh a way as that men could rest indolently on the 

covenant. Thus the whole point of his argument is to 

emphasize the sense of responsibility by making it plain that 

God's election is a challenge to faith, not a substitute for it. 

Two points, then, must be kept in view in considering 

this argument more in detail. 

(a) The ‘election’ St. Paul is here speaking of is not 

(primarily) the election of individuals to eternal salvation, 

but the election of a race or Church to bear God's Name in 

the world and be His people—the election of a chosen body 

to special conditions of knowledge and responsibility. 

(^) The objector he has in view represents a Jewish plea 

that God had committed Himself to the race of Abraham 

simply and unconditionally. 

Now let us consider the argument, the dialectical force of 

which may be best brought out by expressing it in dialogue 

form. Afterwards we will direct our attention to a few 

special points. 

Chapter VIII has eulminated in a psalm of triumph of 

the elect in Christ. At its conclusion St. Paul's thought 
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reverts to the miserable fact that his own people, the people 

of the old covenant, are, speaking generally, outside this elect 

body, rejectors of the Christ. He turns to deplore this 

miserable contrast between the glories of their vocation in the 

old covenant and their present reprobation!. Then there 

presents itself to his mind the objection which could be urged 

on their behalf—which, no doubt, St. Paul had heard urged 

often enough; and this objection we may make more vivid 

by putting it into the mouth of a Jewish interlocutor. 

Jew. But if your conclusion is the right one, the fact is 

God's promise has failed, for He pledged Himself to Israel *. 

St. Paul, No, not to Israel physically considered : not to all 

the sons of Abraham. There was from the first an element 

of inscrutable selectiveness in God’s dealings within the race 

of Abraham. Ishmael was rejected, Isaac chosen: Esau was 

rejected and Jacob chosen, antecedently to all moral conduct, 

though both were of the same father and mother. Such 

selectiveness ought at least to have prevented the Jews from 

resting their claim simply on having ‘Abraham to their 

father ?.' 

Jew. But then this arbitrary selectiveness is unfair *. 

St. Paul. No. God always revealed Himself as retaining 

His liberty of choice, as refusing to tie Himself, as selecting 

the historic examples of His hardening judgment and His 

compassionate good will, so as to baffle all attempts on our 

part to create His vocations by our own efforts, or anticipate 

the persons whom He will use for His purposes of mercy 

or of judgment ?. 

Jew. Then, at any rate, if God's arbitrary selectiveness is 

a fact, He must choose or exclude whom He pleases, but at 

least He cannot complain of us. The choice is not ours $. 

St. Paul. How foolish is this critical, complaining attitude 

towards God! The first condition of understanding God's 

method is to recognize His sovereignty. Humanity lies under 

1 oy. I—5. 3 4. 6. 3 vv. 6-13. 

* v, 14. > vv. 15-18. δ. 0, 0k 
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His hand, as clay under the hand of the potter. His is the 

choice what sort of vessels He needs—one for a higher use, 

another for a lower!. Who shall complain if vessels which, 

whatever high uses they were destined for, are in fact only 

fit to be thrown away, are at last, after fullest, patientest 

trial, rejected, and others taken in their place which, though 

hitherto kept in the background, had been fashioned before 

for glorious ends? Your own prophets constantly warned 

you that God's choice would fall on those who were ‘ not His 

people,’ and that the true Israel was to be looked for only in 

‘the remnant ?.' 

What is the result, then? That the nation which had 

‘righteousness’ for its end and aim, failed of its goal, while 

Gentiles, whose national life involved no such quest, have 

succeeded in obtaining what they were not expecting. And 

why? Because the ‘righteous nation’ intent on external 

conformity to an outward law, on which they prided them- 

selves, failed in faith—that is, in correspondence to the purpose 

of God. Thus the Christ, who should have been the goal of 

all their effort, became only the occasion of their rejec- 

tion ?. 

But this rejection is not final. It still leaves room for 

prayer. Israel has mistaken the method of serving God. They 

took pride in their law, and offered to God the righteousness 

of their own choice, while all the time they were quite out of 

touch with God’s fuller purposes and blind to the righteous- 

ness which He was asking for. The righteousness of the law 

is conformity, the righteousness which God wants is faith— 

the simple loyalty to the plain message of God manifest in 

the heart of man, which resolves itself now into the open 

profession of the Lordship of Jesus and the cordial belief 

in His Resurrection. This faith, which finds its object in 

! For the meaning of ‘a vessel to dishonour, cf. 2 Tim. ii. 20, 1 Cor. xii. 

23-25. It is a vessel adapted to mean uses, and is quite distinct from ‘a 

vessel of wrath,’ i.e. one which will not serve its end, and is only ‘fit to be 

destroyed.’ | 
? vv. 20-29. 3 vov. 30-33. * Deut. xxx. I I-14. 
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Christ, is open to all: the promises are free to all: the faculty 

of believing belongs to all, Jew and Greek alike, when once 

the blessed message has been conveyed to them. This neces- 

sitates nothing more than an authoritative ambassador for 

Christ—the apostolate to the nations, which is our glory !. 

Jew. But Israel should have had their chance—should have 

known their danger ?. 

St. Paul, They did hear: they did know it. But they would 

not heed. The result is as the prophet anticipated. The out- 

cast world, the ‘sinners of the Gentiles, have in the faith of 

Christ taken the place of the chosen people ?. 

Jew. Well, then, Israel is rejected, and there is an end 

of it *. 

St. Paul. God forbid. "There 1s a remnant, a faithful Israel, 

as in Eljjah's time, larger perhaps than you suppose, still among 

the elect of God's love, by His free οἱ δ, If the rest have 

fallen into a blindness which is God's judgment on them, ac- 

cording to the warnings of prophet and the imprecations of 

psalmist, yet this judgment is not final or irreversible. The 

substitution of the Gentiles for the ancient people is meant to 

stimulate them by jealousy to accept God's love $. 

On the one hand, as the present election of the Gentiles is 

meant to minister to the salvation of the Jews, so in itself and 

for them it is no ground of boasting, but an appeal to faith. 

God's vocation can only fulfil itself, in their case as in that of 

the Jews, through faith, through moral eorrespondenee. On 

the other hand, the rejection of Israel only waits for their faith 

in order to be reversed ’. 

The end to which God works through the vicissitudes of His 

elections and His judgments is that all should be saved. The 

rejection of the Jews ministers to the salvation of the Gentiles, 

and the salvation of the Gentiles to the resuscitation of the 

Jews. God still sees in the ancient people the stamp of an 

imperishable vocation. "Their rejection of God, like the old 

ix. I-15, ? See vv. 18, 19. * vv. 16-21. 

* xh 5 wy. 1-6. 6 ov, 7-12. 7 vov, 13-24. 
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rejeetion of Him by the Gentiles in the days of their dis- 

obedience, is only a stage in the process which has for its aim 

that all should find merey. Let us come together in a fresh 

access of adoration, as we contemplate together the unsearch- 

able ways of God: let us recognize our utter incapacity to 

suggest or control His counsels. 

* * "m * * * 

This attempt to render St. Paul’s argument is not by any 

means of verbal exactness, but it is hoped that it is a sufficient 

clue to the course of the thoughts. It will now be apparent 

that all the way through the argument St. Paul is thinking 

of ‘election’ as God's choice of men in bodies to peculiar con- 

ditions of privilege and responsibility. The Jews were, in 

Athanasius’ language, ‘ the sacred school of the knowledge of 

God and of the spiritual life to all nations.’ When they con- 

verted the trust committed to them into an occasion for 

boasting and an irresponsible prerogative right to God’s favour, 

so that they became an obstacle in God’s way, instead of an 

instrument to His hands, they were rejected, and their place 

was taken by the catholic Church, but their rejection was 

only a new stage in the process of God’s education, in order to 

reduce them to that state of humility in which again, in com- 

pany with ‘their sisters Sodom and Samaria!’ they might 

become grateful recipients of the Divine compassion on a basis 

of faith. The end of St. Paul’s argument thus shows unmis- 

takeably what sort of election is in his mind. With this in 

view we shall follow more easily its earlier stages. 

Thus in chapter ix he is asserting the freedom of God to 

choose His instruments as against any claim on man’s part, 

either (1) to create or dictate his own vocation; or (2) to 

retain i£ when he fails to correspond with its conditions. 

(1) Man cannot create or dictate his own vocation. Viewed 

externally, one class or nation has an infinitely higher and 

wider sphere of opportunity than another. Viewed internally, 

1 Ez. xvi. 44-63. 
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as a matter of individual relation to God, there is doubtless 

no respect of persons. Each man is dealt with equally in 

view of his opportunities. There are first in privilege who 

shall be last in acceptance, and last in privilege who shall 

be first in acceptance. But viewed externally, as a matter 

of external privilege, one class is dealt with differently from 

another. One is high, another is low. And the selection 

of men for the various degrees of privilege, for the various 

parts they play in the drama of the world, lies absolutely in 

the inscrutable choice of God. 

(2) Thus man’s responsibility does not lie in the sphere 

of determining his duties and responsibilities, but in corre- 

sponding to them. As he cannot claim to create a vocation, 

so he cannot claim to retain it if he fails to correspond with 

it. Man's whole duty is summed up in the correspondence 

of faith with the vocation of God, in whatever sphere the 

Divine Wisdom assign to him. 

Now to refer to certain details: 

ix. 11-17. The absolute election of Jacob,—the ‘loving’ of 

Jacob and the ‘hating’ of Esau,—has reference simply to the 

election of one to higher privileges as head of the chosen 

race, than the other. It has nothing to do with their eternal 

salvation. In the original, to which St. Paul is referring !. 

Esau is simply a synonym for Edom. 

ix. 17. ‘It is not of him that willeth, nor of him that 

runneth,’ i.e. we cannot create or produce our vocations. The 

initiative lies far behind us in the Divine choice. (What we 

can do is to correspond.) 

ix. 17. The ‘raising up’ of Pharaoh is his introduction on 

the stage of history, cp. Is. xli. 2 ‘who hath razsed up one 

from the east? (ἐξήγειρεν, cf. v. 25 ἐγὼ δὲ ἤγειρα τὸν ἀπὸ βορρᾶ). 

The reason why Pharaoh is chosen as an example of judicial 

hardening lies in the Divine will, and we cannot determine 

it. (But we have every reason to know that it is disobedience 

alone which is the condition of hardening. No man is 

1 Malik. 2,4 
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created to be hardened, though his secret disobedience may 

lead to his being made a publie example of God's judgment.) 

ix. 20. The metaphor of the clay and the potter does 

suggest God's absolute right to create men in view of His 

purposes for higher or lower vocations, and also His right 

to rejeet those who show themselves unfit for the vocations 

assigned to them. The unfitness, however, lies in the fact 

that man offers to God a moral material which will not 

mould to His purposes. Our vocation, our capacity, is created 

of God, but our malleability to His purposes is of our faith. 

There is no contradiction between the use of the metaphor 

here and in 2 Tim. ii 20, 21. Cf (for its original use) Jer. 

xviii. 6. 

ix. 30. All the argument from this point onward goes to 

emphasize that the cause of Israel's rejection was lack of 

faith, failure of correspondence. The argument taken to- 

gether leaves us ‘without excuse’ in maintaining either 

a partiality in God's eternal regard of men}, or an arbitra- 

riness in His rejection of men from the temporal or partial 

‘elections’ by which He gradually works out His universal 

purpose’. 

! See xi. 32. 2 See xi. 20. 
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ELE: 

THE MATERIALS FOR THE CRITICISM OF 

THE PESHITTO NEW TESTAMENT, WITH 

SPECIMENS OF THE SYRIAC MASSORAH. 

[G. H. GwrirLiAM.] 

‘In orientalium ecclesiarum laudibus, says J. Gildemeister!, 

' ponenda est assidua ac varia quam per medium aevum de 

librorum biblieorum verbis et forma adhibuerunt cura, eadem 

aetate qua per occidentem critica studia prorsus iacebant. 

But long before the days of Bar-Hebraeus, or even of the 

Syriae Massoretes, the science of preserving accurate texts of 

the Seriptures had reached a high standard of perfection. 

Many beautiful specimens from the Syrian libraries have 

survived to modern times; descriptions of these may be read 

in various Catalogues; the witness they bear to the Canon of 

the Syriae Church has been noted; references may occasion- 

ally be found to their readings in the critical editions of the 

Greek Testament ; but hitherto no systematic and extensive use 

has been made of them towards the solution of problems con- 

nected with the text of the Syriac Version of the Holy Scriptures, 

its origin, andits history. And yet it is freely admitted that 

the Syriac is an important element in our Apparatus Criticus. 

The principles which will be laid down in the following 

pages apply as much to the case of the Old Testament as they 

do to that of the New, It will, however, be best to treat the 

two cases separately, for the two Testaments in the Peshitto ” 

Version possibly stand in somewhat different relations to the 

1 De Evangg. in Arab. e Simp. Syr. transs. Comment. Academica, 1865. 

? This name does not occur in the titles or colophons of our old codices. 

By the earlier scholars it was written Peshito, and that form is adopted by 
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Hebrew and Greek originals. There is undoubtedly a differ- 

ence in the intervals of time by which the Peshitto Old 

Testament is separated from the Hebrew, and the New from 

the Greek: there were possibly many differences in the 

circumstances which led to the composition of each. It will 

be generally admitted that most, at all events, of the books 

which were subsequently included in the Peshitto New Testa- 

ment Canon, were translated at an early date directly from the 

Greek ; it is not so obvious that the Peshitto Old Testament 

was derived immediately from the Hebrew, without the inter- 

vention of a Targum or some ancient Version! ; and certainly 

(unless we accept the traditional account of its ante-Christian 

origin) the Peshitto Old Testament can hardly be called an 

early witness to the original Hebrew text. 

The arguments which were long ago stated and have been 

often repeated in proof of the early date of the Syriac New 

Testament, have still as much, and perhaps as little, force as 

they had in the times of Mill and of Michaelis?. Demon- 

stration of the existence of the Peshitto at a period long 

anterior to Ephraim and Aphraates cannot indeed be given ; 

but the reasons alleged by the late Bishop of Durham? for 

accepting the antiquity of the Egyptian Versions apply in 

Dr. Payne Smith in the Thesaurus, as though from pros, which seems to 

have been used as a kind of proper name. Thus in a Gloss on Matt. vi. 24, 

quoted by Wiseman, Horae Syriacae, p. 223, from the Vatican Massoretic 

codex, we have, «ol, ase] joo e? - Jo o J dna gol — 

i.e. according to the Peshito (sic) Momuno, but according to the Greek 

Mamunas—where Mao in the masculine is used in apposition to loe 

(mas.) Graecus, But if Jk a2.5e, versio, be expressed or implied, then the 

form will be Ja ; and this we have expressed by Peshitto, in preference 

to Péshitta, and the like, as more convenient for ordinary use. 

! See J. A. Dathe's reply to S. R. Semler in Psalterium Syriacum, 1768, 

Praef. p. xi seq., and for more recent views Tregelles’ article in Bible Dict., 

Encycl. Brit. (W. R. Smith) xi. 600-1, 9th ed. 

? Nov. Test. Gr., ed. Küster, Proleg. 1237-40; Introduction, vol. II. c. vii. 

$8 6-8, ed. Marsh, 1802. 

? In Scrivener’s Introduction, pp. 371-3, ed. 1883. In comparing the 

Egyptian, the Latin, and the Syriac Versions (see Additional Note by W. S. 

in Studia Biblica, ii. p. 272), account should be taken of the character of 
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principle to the Syriae also. The doubts felt by certain critics 

are not about the existence of a Syriac vernacular before the 

days of Ephraim, but about the form of that ancient text. 

On this we shall have more to say as we proceed. Nor 

would any one now seriously contend for what some once 

supposed, that the Syriae was otherwise derived than directly 

from the Greek archetype !. 

One hundred years ago Adler wrote as follows :—‘ Optan- 

dum esset ut tum hie [i.e. the Vatican Tetraevangelium| tum 

alii versionis Syriacae codices antiqui diligentius conferrentur, 

et novus deinde accuratiorque ederetur contextus Syriacus *.’ 

This ‘contextus Syriaeus' is practically the same as that 

which Widmanstadt first printed?, although many variants 

were collected by Schaaf*. Forty years ago Wichelhaus? 

laid down the principles which should be adopted in a 

revision of the Peshitto; but he was acquainted with only 

a tithe of the materials which are now available. Indeed 

these are so numerous that a description of all the Peshitto 

New Testament MSS. which are preserved in English and 

foreign libraries would far exceed the limits of this essay. 

the available texts, and the condition of the MSS., as well as of the origin 

and literary history of each version. If the number and the antiquity of the 

MSS. of the Peshitto, and the certainty of the text, be compared with the 

diplomatic evidence for the Egyptian, the age of the MSS., the state of the text, 

as shown in the admirable catalogue and selection of readings in Nov. Test. 

Oxon. 1889, Append. III (A. C. Headlam), pp. 182-90, the result will be 

found to be striking and suggestive. The condition of the Old Latin is well 

known to scholars. The critical value of the ancient versions is not in the 

nineteenth century (as it might once have been) uniform, when each is ‘seen 

in connexion with a wider range of phenomena.’ 

! E.g. Bengel thought the Syriac and the Coptic were influenced by the 

Latin. Michaelis, op. cit., ii. p. 550. 

? Versiones Syriacae, p. 1o. 

* Studia Diblica, 1885, p. 151. 
* Nov. Test. Syr., Leusden et Schaaf, 1708, p. 649 sqq. Many of those which he 

collected from editions are of little value. The readings quoted from Rapheleng 
(who used Cod. Col., cf. p. 88, n. 3), Gutbir and Tremellius are of Jacobite type. 

The earlier pages of the Syriac, Mt. i. 1—Lk. xviii. 26 are pointed in Chaldee 

fashion, as Schaaf explains in his Preface. 
5 De Nov. Test. Vers. Syr. Antiqua, 1850, pp. 230-5. 

VOL, III. E 
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A. Of first rank among the authorities for settling the text 

of the Peshitto New Testament are old dated copies of the 

various books, according to the Syriac Canon. Some of the 

most interesting of these MSS. are the following :— 

i An Apostolus. This MS. contains all the Epistles 

of St. Paul in the familiar order, including the Hebrews, 

and is one of the famous collection from the Nitrian desert, 

with which the British Museum was enriched more than 

forty years ago. <A note a prima manu states that it was 

written at Urhoi! in Mesopotamia, in the year 845— that is, of 

the ‘Seleucid’ or * Greek’ era; in our era, 534. It is therefore 

one of the earliest of dated Biblical MSS.? The name of the 

convent for which it was written seems to have been purposely 

effaced, and at a later period it was in the hands of a Nestorian, 

who added many vowel marks and other signs. Another, a 

Jacobite no doubt, has affixed a few of the Greek vowels 

used by the Western Syrians. Thus this book shared the 

fate of many other Syriac MSS., and passed from one sect to 

another by purchase— possibly by plunder. But such ex- 

changes are evidence that either sect regarded the other as 

possessing a vernacular Bible, which was substantially the 

* ooo , the usual name in Syriac for Hdessa—see T'hes. Syr., col. 93 ; 

Euphrates Expedition (W. F. Ainsworth, 1888), i. p. 197 f. 

? In the British Museum there are also Codd. Add. 14,425 (Genesis, Exodus, 

Numbers, Deuteronomy, in the Peshitto), A. D. 464, and Add. 14,445 (Daniel, 

in the Peshitto), A.D. 532, besides still earlier dated secular MSS., such as the 

famous Add. 12,150—see Ca£alogue, vol. ii. p. 631. 

Michaelis feared that the dates of Syr. MSS. are unreliable, as they may 

have been copied, along with the text, by later scribes. But since his time 

(cf. Introduction, ed. Marsh, 1802, ii. part i. pp. 21, 22) the materials for 

determining the age of Syriac documents have been largely augmented. The 

style changed from century to century, and it may be affirmed that an 

inconsistent date would not impose on experts in Syriac palaeography. Adler 

(who himself had doubts about the age of the Florentine Tetraevangelium) 

has supplied in his facsimiles good evidence of the changes in Syriac writing. 

Of deliberate imitation in later centuries there do not seem to be many well- 

authenticated instances. In the case of Cod. Barber. Massoreticus, Wiseman 

(Horae Syr., p. 198) contends that the date in the colophon (A. GR. 1404 = A.D. 

1093) is doubtful, because the language lacks the marks of genuineness, 
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same as his own, and any emendations which were made 

were almost invariably confined to those differences of pro- 

nunciation which distinguish the Eastern, or Nestorian Syriac, 

from that of the West !. 

[Catalogue of Syriac MSS. in British Museum, Pt. i. p. 96, 

Cod. Add. 14,479.] 

ii. This MS. contains only SS. Luke and John?. It was 

written, in an Edessene hand, in the year 846, i.e. A.D. 53e, 

the last word of the date being illegible. It may therefore 

be older than the last MS. by a year or two. δέ. Luke i. 1 

begins on the verso, while St. John is finished on the recto, 

leaving blank pages to form the outsides of the book. The 

colophon is:—Here endeth the writing in this book, the two 

Evangelists, Luke, John. 

[.Brit. Mus. Cod. Add. 14,459, foll. 67-169; see (cao 

pp. 67-8 ; Studia Biblica, Oxford, 1885, No. VIII, p. 155.] 

ii. A Zefraevangelàum, in the Vatican Library. Adler in 

Versiones Syriacae gives the colophon (with a specimen fac- 

simile) as follows:—‘Absolutus est liber mense Thamuz 

(Julio) anno 859 (Christi 548) in urbe Mesopotamiae Edessa. 

Exaravit autem hune codicem suis sumptibus et gratia Dei, 

! This very ancient authority confirms the Peshitto rendering in Rom. ix. 5— 

Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus supra omnes—only reading NyX. for 

Nw 5, which does not affect the sense. In 1 Cor. v. 8 it has the remarkable 

variation from all Greek copies, O90 599 J eA y) — sed in fermento 

puritatis, etc. This Schaaf notices, but adopts INNER Ξ in azymo. In 

I Tim. iii. 16 it confirms the well-known reading of the Peshitto, omitting 

Θεὸς and proceeding eS, which gives either ds or à. In Heb. ii. 9 it 

has the ipse enim Deus per gratiam suam. 

? It is not, however, the latter half of a Tetraevangelium, as the colophon 

quoted in the text shows ; and thus perhaps, by way of distinction, arose the not 

infrequent use of the term Tetraevangelium (VS ol d. vid. Thes. 

Syr., col. 1457) when the four Evangelists were collected into one volume. 

Some Greek Evangelia contain only three, or even two books—e. g. Evan. 300 

Mt, Mk, Lk, Evan. 304 and 146 Mt, ΜΈ, Evan. 306 Mt, JA, Evan. 145 Lk, JA, 

Evan. 243 Mt, Lk. 

Did the scribe of Curetom's codex only intend to write Matthew, Mark, 

John, and afterwards add Luke, time and vellum allowing a larger work? 
The order seems to be unique—cf. Nov. Test. Tisch. Proleg. 137-8. 

E2 
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quae ipsi adfuit, Frater Mar Eusebius Aramaeus pro sancto 

coenobio Thomae diebus coenarchiae Sergii, rel.’ 

[S. E. Assemani, Bd. Vat. Cat., P. i. t. 2, p. 27 seq. ; Studia 

Biblica, 1890, No. VI, p. 250, and frontispiece. | 

iv. A Tetraevangelium in the Laurentian Library, Florence, 

dated a. Gr. 897—1.e. A.D. 586. In a former paper I have 

quoted the opinion of Dr. Ceriani, that there are no grounds 

for thinking, as did Adler, that the colophon, which gives the 

date, is not by the first hand. 

[Assemani, Cat. Biblioth. Mediceae ; Studia Biblica, 1890, 

p. 251; Adler, op. cit., pp. 11, 12.] 

v. The above-named codices are products of the Mono- 

physite branch of the Syriac Church: our next is a Nestorian 

codex, containing the four Gospels, written in what is known 

as Nestorian Estrangela, at Tel-Dinawar (where was a Nesto- 

rian college), in the district of Naarda!, an episcopal city on 

the Euphrates, west of Bagdad, in the year a. p. 600. 

[Cat. Syr. MSS. in Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 52, 53; Thesaurus 

Syriacus (P. Smith), col. 490; Wiltzsch, Handbook of the 

Geography and Statistics of the Church (tr. by J. Leitch) 

vol. i. p. 487, for the Nestorian see of Naarda; p. 498, for 

the Jacobite. | 
vi. Another Nestorian MS. of the Gospels, written at 

Nisibis in A.D. 615, when Mar Mattai was head of the Nesto- 

rian college which had succeeded the earlier and now extinct 

school at Edessa. 

[Brit. Mus. Cat., pp. 53, 54; see also Etheridge’s Syrian 

Churches, p. 43; Wichelhaus, op. cit., p. 128 seq.] 
vii. The Cod. Guelpherbytanus, which became the property 

of the Duke of Brunswick in 1662, and was deposited in the 

library at Wolfenbüttel, where, a century afterwards, it was 
! Also called Nearda, Nehardea, and Nahardeir (Cellarii, Notitiae Orbis 

Antiqui, ii. 439 ; Vaux in Dict. of Greek and Roman Geography, s. v. ; Ains- 

worth, op. cit.,i. ch. 21, and App. 16), and identified with Beth Nuhadra, 

but wrongly, according to Wright in Cat. Syr. MSS. Brit. Mus.i. 52 τ. At 
Nehardea (w»3372) was an ancient Jewish colony and a famous school of 
Hebrew critics; see Dr. A. Neubauer's La Géographie du Talmud, p. 350, 

and the same writer's paper in this volume, p. 24. 
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examined by P. J. Bruns. It was written in the convent of 

Beth Chela!, near Damascus, in the time of John, the Mono- 

physite Patriarch, and finished on 24th Dee., A.D. 634. 

[Annales Literarit, 1782, vol. i; Aepert. fiir Biblische τι. 

Morgenlándische Litt. xv, xvi, 1784-5; Cat. Codd. Orientt. 

Bib. Dres. et Guelph, (Fleischer et Ebert) pp. 76, 77 ; 

Hist. Bib. Guelph. (Burckhard) ii. 3, pp. 236-7.] 

viii. The Cod. Add. 14,448, a Nestorian MS., containing 

the whole of the New Testament as received in the ancient 

Syriae Church*. The colophon is not quite distinct, but 

Dr. Wright interpreted the date as ‘the year one thousand 

and twelve, in the well-known era of the Greeks, which is of 

the Arabs eighty;' and this would give A.D. 699—700. 

[Brit. Mus. Cat., Pt. i. pp. 41, 42.] 

ix. The Nestorian New Testament, Cod. Add. 7157, dated 

A.D. 768. 

[Cat. MSS. Orient. Mus. Brit., 1838, P. I; Studia Biblica, 

189o, p. 252.] 

B. The age of each of the foregoing MSS. is known, and, 

in the ease of most, the origin and history also: some of those 

which follow are certainly older?, although the partieular 

decade in which they were written cannot be determined. 

x. Cod. Additionalis 14,459, foll. 1-66, containing SS. Matt. 

and Mark, was probably written about 4. D. 450. 

[Studia Biblica, 1885, No. VIII.] 

! See Thes. Syr. (quoting Assemani), col. 485, where it is spelled 1 M. 

George, Abbot of Beth Chela, was one of the many who signed the Reply of the 

Abbots of Arabia to the Orthodox Bishops, extant in Add. 14,602, a MS. not 
much, if at all, younger than Cod. Guelph. Cf. Adler, p. 14, nn. 15, 16. 

2 The twenty-two books of the Syriac Canon were divided into three sets: 

A. The Holy Gospels; B. The Acts, to which were appended the three 

Epistles, 1 Peter, James, 1 John; C. The fourteen Epistles of St. Paul, often 

called aXXa = Apostolus. In A and C the usual order prevails. In the 
Nestorian Massorah the sets are arranged as above, but in the Jacobite we find 

B,C, A. In Add. 14,470 the order is A, C, B. 

On the Antilegomena see Transactions of Royal Irish Academy (J. Gwynn), 
vol. xxvii, 1886. 

* Cf. p. 50, n. 2, above. The many documents of which the age is indis- 
putable afford criteria for judging of others. 
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xi. Cod. Add. 17,117, is apparently about as old, and con- 

tains the same Gospels. 

The next four may also be of the fifth century, but possibly 

belong to the early part of the sixth. 

xi. Cod. Add. 14,470: a MS. of singular interest, because 

it contains the whole of the Peshitto New Testament. There 

are others of later date which include as much; this, from its 

antiquity,is perhaps unique. It is one of our chief authorities 

for the pericope which will be exhibited with annotations on 

a later page. The following readings are also worthy of note: 

—in Acts xx. 28 it has the jaa: ol.» = Ecclesiam 

Christi; in Rom. ix. 5, 1 Cor. v. 8, and 1 Tim, iii. 16, it sup- 

ports the readings of Add. 14,479; in Heb. ii. 9 the words 

ade ohaabs Jo? sax = [ipse] enim Deus per gratiam suam 

pro are written over an erasure. 

xii. Cod. Add. 14,453: a Tetraevangelium. 

xiv. Cod. Add. 14,476: an Apostolus—i.e. the Fourteen 

Epistles of St. Paul. 

xv. Cod. Add. 14,480: another Apostolus. 

[For x—xv see respective descriptions in brit, Mus. Cat., 

1870, Pt. i. pp. 40-85. | 

xvi. Cod. Crawfordianus 1. This, with Crawf. 111, were 

purchased by the late Earl of Crawford and Balcarres in 

London, but it is not now known whence, and under what 

1 Cod. Crawf. II (No. 12), while of comparatively little value towards the 

settlement of the text of the Peshitto, is, from another point of view, of pecu- 

liar interest, because it contains the whole New Testament in Syriac—not only 

the books recognized in the Canon of the Peshitto, but also the Antilegomena. 

After a first examination, I was inclined to assign it to the same period as 

Add. 12,139, which was written at Antioch, A.D. Iooo. An earlier date was 

suggested by Dr. Neubauer, M. Duval, and Professor Guidi; the two latter 

have only seen a photograph of the MS. Subsequently it was very carefully 

compared with several codices in the British Museum, of which the dates are 

known, by Dr. Gwynn, who also took the opinion of experts on the staff of the 
Museum. He is convinced that it is of the twelfth century, and is about to 

publish in full the version of the Apocalypse contained in it, which is distinct 

from the one usually printed in Syriac New Testaments. More about this MS. 
will be found in Transactions of the Royal Irish Academy, vol. xxviii. A se- 

lection of its readings in the four Minor Catholic Epistles has been published 

by Dr. Gwynn in Hermathena for 1890, 
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circumstances, they were brought thither. Crawf.7is without 

any indication of date or locality, but there can be no doubt 

that it is of the sixth century. It is a very handsome 

Tetraevangelium, and in excellent preservation.  [Studva 

Biblica, 1890, p. 251.] 

It would be easy to double or treble the above list by 

adding other MSS. which, if somewhat younger and less pre- 

cious, are yet not inferior to those on which the text of 

many ancient authors now depends. The British Museum 

contains more than eighty copies of parts of the Peshitto New 

Testament, besides MSS. of the Old Testament and Psalters. 

In the Bodleian are the Jacobite Cod. Dawkinsianus 111, which 

is assigned to the ninth century, but may well be older’, and 

the Nestorian Dawk. XXVII, which appears to be of the 

tenth century. Berlin has been enriched with a collection ?, 

which yet awaits the fuller description promised by Professor 

Sachau. It is almost certain that the convents of the East 

contain many treasures besides those which they have already 

yielded to the scholars of the West; but it is most improbable 

that any research will discover copies of greater antiquity than 

the oldest of those with which we are already acquainted. 

C. In connection with MSS. account should also be taken 

of the editions of the Peshitto published by the American 

Bible Society. The materials were collected by Dr. Justin 

Perkins, during his residence as a missionary amongst the 

(so called) Nestorian Christians of Persia?. ‘The first edition 

was printed at Urumiah, Nestorian Estrangela was used, 

and the Nestorian vowel system. Some of the readings 

which were adopted are now confirmed not only, as might 

be expected, by the Nestorian Massorah, which we are 

about to describe, but also by our early Jacobite MSS. of 

which Perkins could have known nothing. The American 

! Studia Biblica, 1890, p. 251; for both MSS., Cat. Cod. Bod. (R. P. Smith) 
pars VI. 

? Kurzes Verzeichniss der Sachaw schen Sammlung syrischer Handschriften, 
von E. Sachau, 1885. 

? See Eight Years in Persia, J. Perkins, 1843, and aofe on next page. 
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editors had access to ancient and valuable Nestorian evidence, 

and their work may occupy in our apparatus criticus the 

place of a good Nestorian codex. In fact, it really represents 

the testimony of many codices of that class’. 

af; 

What has been called? the Karkaphensian Syriac is neither a 

distinct Version, as the Jerusalem, nor a revision of the Peshitto 

as the Philoxenian and its Heraclean modification, nor a codex, 

like the Curetonian, with remarkable affinities to the Peshitto, 

and at the same time many divergences from it; but is a 

kind of Massorah—the attempt to preserve the best traditions 

1 At the request of the Rev. E. W. Gilman, Corresponding Secretary of the 

American Bible Society, Dr. Isaac H. Hall has kindly noted some facts con- 

nected with the publication of the Syriac Bibles of that Society. From his 

communication I extract the following :—‘ It is impossible now to tell just 

what MSS. were used in constructing the text of the Ancient Syriae New 

Testament of the American Bible Society. After having (through the kind- 

ness of Rev. H. M. Perkins, son of the late Rev. Justin Perkins, D.D.) loeked 

through a number of sources not in print, I am fully of the opinion that no 

more information can be had with exactness than is conveyed in Dr. Perkins' 

Eight Years in Persia. . . . It is absolutely certain that [the Editors] made 

the MSS. they found in the region the controlling element in settling the text. 

Of these there were many as old as the twelfth century—scarcely any younger; 

and here and there one very much older. One was reported to be 1500 years 

old, which was used, but could not be borrowed. . . . One of [Dr. Perkins' 

MSS.], that now in Boston, is of the twelfth century, but was obtained, I be- 

lieve, by Dr. Asahel Grant. It is in Estrangela, like all the old Nestorian 

MSS., and the Nestorian vowels in it are by a later hand. . . . Dr. Perkins 

yielded as much to native custom as purity permitted, yet with an eye to pro- 

gress, as a comparison of the Psalter of 1841 with the New Testament five 

years or so later will show. . . . It is easy to account for Dr. Perkins' silence 

as to the particular sources of his text, as also with respect to its peculiarities. 

It would not have done, at that time, for a man to have given any public 

prominence to text critical matters. . . . These remarks apply to the whole 

Oromiah Bible in Ancient Syriac, though the Old Testament was not printed 

till some years after the New. . . . The New York New Testament of 1874 

was intended to be a reprint of the Ancient Syriac of that Oromiah New Tes- 

tament [in Ancient and Modern Syriac, 1846], changing only in case of mis- 
prints. 21 Jan., 1888.’ 

? With Dr. Scrivener’s description (3 ed., pp. 333-4) should be read Wright’s 

remarks in Encyclopedia Britannica, vol. 22, ed. 1887, p. 826 and n. Adler 

(op. cit., p. 33) suspected the truth forty years before the researches of 

Wiseman—haec Carcufensis nobis non versio diversa, sed codex quidam vul- 

gatae versionis fuisse videtur. 
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of the orthography and pronunciation of the more important 

or difficult words of the Syriae vernacular Bible. Some 

variations of reading are noticed by the compilers, and the 

text whieh they have transeribed may be regarded as that 

which obtained their highest approbation; but none of the 

MSS. whieh have survived with the records of their labours 

eontain complete transcripts of the sacred books. The two 

specimens appended to this paper will show what may be 

gained by a study of the MSS. produced by the Syriac 

Massoretes. These MSS. are evidence for the Canon of Holy 

Scripture which was recognized in the Syriae schools’, and 

for the type of text which was prevalent; but the usefulness 

of these works is rather for the philologist and grammarian 

than for the textual critic. 

The Syriac Massoretic MSS. are these :— 

i. Cod. Add. 12,138. It was written, according to a note 

appended apparently by the original scribe, at Harran, in the 

convent of St. Gabriel, also known as that of the Confessors, in 

the year 1210, i.e. A.D. 899. It is a Nestorian work, in the 

handwriting of, and with the vowel points and accents em- 

ployed by, Nestorian scribes, and includes the Old and New 

Testaments. 

| Cat. Syr. MSS. Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 101-108. Wiltzsch, op. 

cit., 1. pp. 241, 497, for the Jacobite see of Harran ; p. 494, 

for the Nestorian ; ef. Ainsworth’s Zwpedition, i. 204-5. | 

! For the New Testament the Massorah confirms the limitations of the 

Peshitto Canon. For the Old Testament the evidence is less satisfactory. 

The Canon almost coincides with that of the Hebrew Massoretes, but includes 

some of the Apocrypha, and in additions and omissions there are differences 

between the Nestorian and the Jacobite Massorahs : compare contents of (1) 

Add. 12,138, with (2) those of Add. 12,178, with which Codd. Vat. and Barber. 

nearly agree, as described by Wright (B. M. Cat.) and by Wiseman, who justly 

remarks,‘ Omittuntur varii libri{Canonici et Deuterocanonici | fortasse quia voces 

nullae in ipsis occurrunt quae illustratione egeant’ (op. cit., p. 217). Chronicles, 
Ezra,and Nehemiah seem to have been neglected by both schools, but, as Wise- 

man says, ‘ omnes certe sunt in Canone,’ and for the first we have Add. 17,104, 

which contains 1, 2 Chron. only,ina sixth century hand, a few leaves being lost. 

For the Syriac Apocrypha see Libri Vet. Test. Apocc. (P. de Lagarde), 

edited from Walton with Brit. Mus. MSS. 
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ii. The Cod. Vaticanus 152. This is the MS. which was 

so fully described by Wiseman in his forae Syriacae, p. 151 f. 

An epigraph states that it was written in the monastery 

of Mar Aaron, in Mount Shigara!, in the year 1291, ie. 

A.D. 980. The text is furnished with the Greek vowels em- 

ployed by the Jacobite scribes, and the work represents the 

Western Syriae Massorah, as Add. 12,138 the Eastern. 

11. Add. 12,178. A Jacobite work, in all respects re- 

sembling the Vatican Massoretie codex. It includes the Old 

and New Testaments in the Peshitto, with the New Testament 

in the Heraclean, and is of the ninth or tenth century. 

[Cat. Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 108-111.] 

iv. The Cod. Barberimus is another and similar work of 

the same school. It was described by Bianchini in Hvan- 

geliarium Quadruplex, 1748, and afterwards more fully and 

accurately by Wiseman in op. ci£., pp. 194-202. An epigraph 

states that the book belonged to the priest Daniel, of Beth- 

Sachre?, who was also its scribe. It is somewhat doubtful 

whether the date is 1400 = A.D. 1089, or 1404 = A.D. 1093. 

Wiseman, as we have seen, (p. 50, n. 2), thought this epigraph 

was not a prima manu, and adds, ‘ potius antiquiorem codicem 

crederem, praesertim si litterarum formas spectare velimus.’ 

v. Add. 7183 is also a Jacobite Massoretic work, and 

includes some ecclesiastical writings, as well as the books 

of the Bible. It seems to be of the early part of the twelfth 

century, and is very fully described in Catalogus Codd. Orientt. 

Mus. Brit. i. (Rosen & Forshall), pp. 64-71. 

1 Or Sigara, or Singara (τὰ Siyyapa), the namé of a city and its district, 

now Sinjar, east of the Mygdonius. Smith's Dict. Greek and Roman Geo- 

graphy; Wiltzsch, Atlas sacer (Gothae, 1843), Tab. iv. Like other sees 

already named, it was at one time under Jacobite, at another under Nestorian 

rule. See Wiltzsch, Statistics, i. $ 153 and note, and $ 334 and note. 

2 So Wiseman transliterates ] 2o K.ad, and (p.198, n.) identifies it with a place 

near Nineveh, doubtless the same as the Beth Sacheraye in Thes. Syr., col. 491, 

a place mentioned in a note dated A. D. 1272, appended to Cod. Add. 21,210, 

a MS. which was in A. D. 1242 in the Church of St. Thomas at Mosul, and 

contains, inter alia, a discourse by Rabban Daniel on the distinction between 

the Chrism and the Eucharist. Cat. B. IL, ii. pp. 879, 881-2. 
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vi. The Bibliotheque Nationale of Paris possesses a Massoretic 

MS. of the eleventh century. Il s'aecorde entierement avec 

le MS. Vat. N°. 152.’ 

[Cat. des MSS. Syr. de la Bib, Nat. (H. Zotenberg), N°. 64.] 

vii. M. L'Abbé Martin mentions another, of the year 

A. D. IOI 5, which is now in the Cathedral of Mosul !. 

[Critique Textuelle du N. T., Partie Théorique, p. 291.] 

There are also other Massoretie codices in the British 

Museum, but they are on a smaller seale, and some of them 

contain only a few books of the Bible. 

The extraets which are appended to this essay are fair speci- 

mens of the text of the Syriae Massorah. Besides the marginal 

notes of grammar and pronunciation which are there exhibited, 

readings are sometimes quoted in the Vatican and Barberini 

MSS. and in Add. 12,178, under references which are un- 

doubtedly to certain eminent critics. Of such men Sergius, 

Philoxenus, and others are quoted by name; also one Sabba, 

whom we may identify with Deacon Sabba of Espeklis? (the 

convent Specu/a near Reshaina), the famous scribe ‘who did 

not make a blotted & in the whole Testament. He copied 

MSS. in the first half of the eighth century ?, and, as M. Duval 

has shown *, his name 1s associated with the seribe Tubhana 

Santa (134ze), or, if the strange form be not an error, Satana— 

! This MS., Prof. Guidi informs me, is probably the original of a Massoretic 

MS.,now in the library of the Propaganda (Museo Borgiano), which he describes 

as * una copia recentissima di un codice Karkafense di Mossoul.' 

H P TRNCCY T) . There are several forms of the name (Thes. Syr., col. 2706). 

The editor of Cat. Brit. Mus. (ii. p. 1263) writes ‘the Specula or Watch- 

tower?' but the Syriac, no doubt, represents the Latin word, or some Grecized 

form of it. So Land, quoted in Thes. Syr., col. 316. 

3 E.g. Add. 14,430 (1 Kings, Pesh.), A. GR. 1035 = A.D. 724, Add. 12,135 

(pt. of Ezekiel, Pesh.), A. GR. 1037. To the latter is appended a note, which 

shows that the codex was originally the last of a complete Testament, and 

contains the above-quoted boast, «Φῶς y μον, asas |n d olo 

(Lans |zas3aso lao]. 
* Journal Asiatique, 1884, p. 560, arguing from a passage in Bar Bahluli 

Lex. Syro-Arab., which is quoted (from the MS.) in Thes. Syr., col. 2677. See 

also Stade's Zeitsch. f. d. Altt. Wissensch. (G. Hoffmann), 1881, p. 159; Syr. 

Lit. (Wright) in Encyclop. Brit., 9th ed., p. 826. 
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Me. Τὸ this scribe, or to some other Tubhana, must the 
references be which are made under the term θα, or its 

abbreviation ag. Wiseman! thought that JssaJ referred to 

the Peshitto, but his conclusion was drawn from mere coin- 

cidences between the quotations and the form of Peshitto text 

which he employed. While these coincidences are indisput- 

able, there remains the difficulty that no evidence has been 

adduced that the Peshitto was known as the Tubhana. 

On the margin of Add. 12,178 there are some references in 

this form, Joo &xe/ l-&eze go e one of the Karkaphayee used 

fo say. 'lhe same proper name occurs in the adjectival form 

Jh 22e in the titles of Codd. Vatic. 152 and Add. 7183. Hence 

the well-known designation of this form of text?, but it 

really belongs to one of the sourees of the Massorah, and does 

not connote the whole class of Massoretic MSS. Miüller's? 

explanation was:—' Careufense exemplar nomen habet ab 

oppido Careuf, quod Syri 25:6, Arabes (53,3 vocabant. Erat 

Mesopotamiae urbs' Adler refers to Herbelot^ s.v. Carcub, 

as though he would identify the town with one of which the 

name is also spelled Coreub, and Careoub, in the province 

of Ahwaz?. This district was not without literary fame in 

other departments, but is too far eastwards to have been 

the home of the Syriae Massorah. Even the Nestorian 

Massoretie codex (ddd. 12,138) was written at MHarran. 

Miuller’s derivation from a proper name is nearer the truth 

than Assemani’s translation J/osíaza, as though it were the 

Version peculiar to the Highlanders. Castell adopts the 

! Op. cit., pp. 158 n. 14, 224. led — beatus, and is often used as a mere 

title; cf. our gallant, learned. In Thes. Syr., col. 1439, are many examples 

of its use for all classes of people, but none of its use to designate writings. 

? Versio Karkaphensis has been repeated by subsequent writers from 

J. S. Assemani (Bib. Orient. ii. 283), who quotes from Bar-Hebraeus; see 

Wiseman, op. cit., p. 149. 
* Andreae Mulleri Dissertationes, 1673, p. 40, referring to scholia of Bar- 

Hebraeus on Pss. 107. 23, 136. 1. 

* Barth. d'Herbelot, Bíbliothéque Orientale, i. pp. 130, 506; cf. Aubfedae 
Tabulae Geographicae (H. F. Wüstenfeld), pp. 26, 27. 

5 See Géographie Universelle (V. de Saint Martin), i. 40; Herbelot, 

op. Cit., 1. 131. 
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same rendering, but this meaning is very doubtful’. The 

adjective occurs in Matthew xxvii 33, and the parallel 

passages, as a translation of κρανίον, and this seems to be its 

proper meaning?. It would be analogous to other names of 

monasterles? that there should be one called ‘the Skull’ from 

its situation on a skull-shaped hill-top, and then JAs22ce, 

Karkaphensian, would indicate the form of text which was 

favoured in the Scriptorium of the Skull. Assemani in 

Bibliotheca Orientalis, vol. ii. p. 78, alluding to a MS.* of 

Petrus Junior of Antioch, which contains part of his Adv. 

Damianum, says that this copy was written for ‘the Monks 

of Karkapheta of the Magdalayee, which, however, he trans- 

lates Montis Magdalorum. Magdal is mentioned by Bar 

Hebraeus? in connection with certain transactions in the 

year of the Arabs 577 (= A.D. 1181-2), ‘Araban and Magdal and 

other places of [the district of] the Chaboura 9, which flows by 

Reshaina’. Another allusion to the Skull Convent is found 

in a note, dated A.D. 839, in a fragment of a Philosophical 

! Assemani, l.c. ; Ed. Castelli Lex. Syr., 1788, p. 835. 

? Cf. Buxtorfii Lex. Chald. et Rabb., s.v. t psp, i.€. caput, col. 2151. 

* Of, Specula Convent, p. 59 above. There may have been a village Karka- 

phata, as there was an Eagle's Nest Convent (cf. Add. 14,726, fol. 59), and a 

town of the same name—] MN. eso ee eat, Add. 14,591, fol. 139. Near 

Tella was Quarry Convent, Thes. Syr., col. 3190. Ladder Convent is men- 
tioned in Add. 18,295 (cf. Thes. Syr., col. 2504), no doubt deriving its name 

from the mode of access to it, and in Add. 14,602 (fol. 82 a), ONSET) Jews 

= Domus Umbrarum. In Add. 17,110, fol. 76, we have mention of clade 

Name fered Li Poasc, ‘John and Chacim, brethren, priests, 

Spekelayee,’ i.e. of Specula Convent, analogous to the meaning assigned above 
to Karkaphayee. 

* Described as Codex CV III in the Biblioth. Vaticanae MSS. Catal. iii. 70. 

* Chronicon, Dynast. X, 385 (Bruns et Kirsch). In the Paris (1890) 

Edition, p. 358, we have for dol (Araban) the form Jo. which 

approximates to e£. (Thes. Syr., col. 2986) nomen vici et regionis Turab- 

dinensis. This would be another connection with the Upper Chaboras. 

* Or Chaboras, the Habor of the O. T., also known as the Araxes. For this, 

and the above-named towns, see Ainsworth, i. ch. 12. 

7 Also called Theodosiopolis, and marked on modern maps as Ras el Aina. 

It was a place of importance in Syriac literature, for the name often occurs in 

colophons and notes of MSS, 
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work!, the note stating that the book was written in the 

Convent Karkapheta, for Ishai bar Chabib of Ramni near 

Mardin. Mardin was north of Resbaina, and nearer to the 

region which from the number of its convents was called 

Tur-Abdin, the Mount of [God's] Servants. L’Abbé Martin? 

thinks we should look in the neighbourhood of Amid for the 

site of the Skull Convent: the allusions which we have 

quoted rather suggest a site further south, the district of 

the Chaboura, and the neighbourhood of Reshaina; but the 

precise locality cannot be determined. 

It may be regarded as accidental that only one of the 

extant Massoretie MSS. the first which we have described, 

belongs to the Nestorian school. Although it does not 

exhibit those marginal notes and references to critics which 

abound in the Vatican, the Barberini, and the Add. 12,178 

manuscripts, yet it is a work of such extent and completeness 

as to show that Massoretic studies were as much followed 

amongst the Nestorians as amongst the Jacobites, and 

certainly as early as the conclusion of the ninth century. 

The oldest Jacobite copy, Add. 12,178, 1s perhaps not much 

younger than the Nestorian Massoretic codex : we have already 

seen (pp. 59, 60) that the Karkaphayee and others are referred 

to in it as earlier labourers in the same field. Still more signifi- 

cant is the use of the word JhasaN20, This was rendered by 

Wiseman, Versio (Hor. Syr., 156 and n.). He chiefly relies on 

the use of the word in the title of the Syriae translation of the 

LXX from the Hexaplar?; but even there J'a1:a X30 need not 

denote more than ¢radition, which is its proper meaning *— 

the form of text as handed down through the Seventy. The 

1 Tt is now foll. 5 and 6 of Add. 17,125; see Catalogue, p. 1164, col. 2. 

2 Critique Textuelle, p. 285; but Professor Hoffmann in Zeit. d. Morgenl. 

G'esellsch. XX XII, 1878, p. 745, contends that Karkaphatha was * bei der Stadt 

Maghdal am Habhora Fluss." 
3 See Cod. Syr.-Hexap. Ambr.-Mediol. (Norberg), 1787; Monum. Sac. et 

Prof. (Ceriani), t. i. fas. 1. 

* Nomenclator Syriacus (Ferrarius), col. 351 ; cf. Matt. xv. 2 etc. Pesh. and 

Heracl. 
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usual term for Version is JKaasc. So we read in the colophon 

of Add. 12,178, leells JNaarx ylo sJKira2 JNaaw 44) 
Jen [The vowels ete.], according to the Peshitto Version 

and according to the Version of Thomas of Charkel!, On the 

other hand JLaisaSase is used in ddd. 12,138 in the title of 

an appendix, Jaasls* J455* JhatsaNexs, which can only mean, 

‘Traditions of the Masters of the Schools.’ We conclude that 

the title employed in some copies of the Syriac Massorah was 

intended to imply that the work was a record of labours 

pursued long before the actual dates of the copies. 

While we cannot at present point out the particular 

college in which Massoretic studies were first pursued, or 

indicate with certainty who was their author, yet some names 

may be mentioned as those of critics who must have had a 

share in the work, more or less direct. Two centuries before 

Add. 12,138 was written, grammatical and philological studies 

were sedulously pursued and promoted at Edessa by Jacob, 

who, after a long episcopacy, died in 710%, At Nisibis the 

rector of the school during many years of the sixth century 

was Joseph Huzita: it has been thought that he was the 

founder of the Massoretie art in that city?. Again, the 

Tract which forms part of Add. 12,178 * suggests a connection 

between these criticisms and the labours of one Thomas the 

Deacon. Perhaps this was the well-known Thomas Heracle- 

ensis? Or perhaps Thomas of Edessa is intended ®, the 

1 So Bar-Heb. Hor. Myst. ap. Ceriani, op. cit., p. iv, Jusdoy Joos, 

which Dr. C. renders Editio Graecorum. Quoting a colophon of the Cod. 

Ambros. he renders JLassa Naso by textus, Other terms are £9 = inter- 

pretari, and 2M = transferre. But see note on JLo sa Naso in Cat. 

Codd. Bib. Bod. (R. Payne Smith) pars VI, p. 87, nota b. 

? So Bickell, Conspectus Ret Syr. Literariae, p. 41, and cf. Hist. Artis 

Gram. ap. Syros (Ad. Merx), cap. iv. There are some variations in the 
dates assigned to Jacob's consecration and death. His Letter to George of 

Serug is appended to the Massorah in Add. 7183; see Mar-Jacob on Syriac 

Orthography (G. Phillips), 1869. 

5. So Merx, op. cit., cap. iii. 

* With the title Jumsaar lroolk eae? Joco? Jord. 
* This is suggested, but dubiously, in Brit. Mus. Cat., p. 110. 

$ So L'Abbé Martin, op. cit., p. 286. To this author is due the credit of 
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teacher of Mar Abbas, who was elected (Nestorian) Catho- 

lieus in 536. Subsequently Thomas embraced his pupil's 

Nestorianism, and was associated with him in literary work 

during the first half of the sixth century !. 

Whatever may be the date of the birth-of the Syriae 

Massorah, it is indisputable that it had attained maturity in 

the century which succeeded the era of the youngest of our 

best copies of the Peshitto?. It will follow therefore that 

the significance of these traditions to the modern critic is 

different from that of the Hebrew Massorah. To this we owe 

all our knowledge of the form of the Jewish Scriptures 3, 

except in so far as ancient versions modify the verdict of the 

Massoretic MSS. But the Syriac Massorah is younger than 

our oldest copies of the Syriac Bible, and the Massorah with 

the MSS. of all ages support and supplement one another. . 

The Syriac Massorah was suggested by the Jewish*; it had its 

birth in the same country?; it was designed for similar 

having carefully studied our present subject twenty years ago. See his Tradition 

Karkaphienne, ou la Massore chez les Syriens, and other Essays. 

! Dr. Gwynn in Dictionary of Christian Biography, iv. p. 1013. 

? There are many interesting copies of comparatively late date, such as 

Crawf. II (p. 54 above), but, if we apply to Syriac the rules of criticism laid 

down by some writers—see, e. g. Greek Test. (Alford), ed. 1874, Proleg. VI. 

i, 24-29—their testimony is of little worth. Yet in Academy (July, 1890) 

Professor Sanday recognizes the value of diplomatic evidence of all ages in de- 

termining the archetypal text. However, in the case of the Peshitto, the 

question need not be discussed, for we possess so many ancient copies of it that 

we can afford to disregard all which are later than the somewhat remarkable 

eighth century MS., Add. 14,456, or the Nestorian New Testament of A. D. 758, 

Add. 7157. 

3 Dr. Neubauer's paper in this vol.; Thrupp in Bible Dict. ii. p. 608. The 

oldest Hebrew Old Testament MS. is said to be the Cod. Babylonicus of 
A. D. 916, so that even the most ancient is subsequent to the Hebrew Massorah. 

* For the Syrians were not so much inventors, as imitators and improvers. 

For example, in criticism they adopted and expanded the harmonistic system 

of Eusebius (Stud. Bib., 1890, No. VIII), in writing a MS. they imitated the 

forms and words of the Greek scribes (cf. Wright in B. M. Cat., Pref., xxvii), 

their liturgical terminology is largely Greek. Yet, strangely enough, it has 

been argued (see Mr. Harris’ interesting article Massorah in Jew. Q. R. i.; 

Encyclop. Brit., 9th ed., xi. 600) that the Hebrew Massorah owed much to the 

Syriac. It is almost certain that the contrary was the fact. 

5 One of the centres of Nestorian Church life in the sixth and seventh cen- 

turies, Naarda, had, at an earlier period, been the seat of a famous Rabbinical 
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purposes ; it even had a double recension, eastern and western, 

like its Jewish prototype; but, owing to more favourable cir- 

cumstances, we do not depend upon it for our Peshitto text, 

although it has a great value in questions of pronunciation, 

of accentuation, and of interpunction. 

III. 

A. Besides copies of the Peshitto, we have, if such aid were 

required, Versions in Arabic and in Persian!, which, in part, 

at least, are direct translations from the Syriac. At one 

time it was supposed that emendations of the Peshitto text 

might be successfully made by the help of the Versions ?, but 

there is no need now to seek evidence in that direction, for 

there are in our hands, through later discoveries, copies of the 

original Syriac, which are not only older than the copies of 

the Versions of it, but which were written before the Versions 

themselves were made. Thus the case is different from that 

of many ancient documents, in the criticism of which Ver- 

sions are often of paramount importance. 

B. Again, if native works of the second and third centuries 

had survived to our day, we should possess materials which 

might possibly afford the same supplement to the evidence 

for the Peshitto text which quotations in the most ancient 

Latin Church writers afford to the Old Latin. In the fourth 

century we have Aphraates? and Ephraim’. Their many 

quotations from the Scriptures are useful as evidence of the 

school. Cf. p. 52 n. above; Etheridge’s Hebrew Literature, p. 154 ; Buxtorfii 

Lex. Chald. et Rabb., col. 1313. At Nisibis also was a large colony of Jews 

and a School.—N eubauer (Géographie), p. 370. 

* Reuss, History of Scriptures of New Test. (tr. Houghton, 1884), 88 437, 

441; Bleek, Hinleitung in das Neue Test., 1886, §§ 281, 282. An Arabic 

Version in parallel columns with the Peshitto (Add. 14,467 is a part of the 

work) is described by J. Gildemeister, op. cit., pp. 3-6. 
2 Cf. Wichelhaus, op. cit., p. 229 ; Michaelis, op. cit., vol. II, ch. vii, § 3. 

? Homiliae [ejus] inter annos 337 et 345 conscriptae, Bickell, op. cit., p. 18. 

* Born about 308, died 373— Bickell l.c. ; Dict. Christian Biography, s. v. 

For St. Ephraim's quotations see Mr. Wood's paper in this volume—a valuable 

addition to our knowledge of the text employed by that Father—and, 

especially for the Old Testament, G. Z. Spohn's Collatio Ver. Syr. c. S. Eph. 
Commentario; Lengerke's Commentatio de Eph. S.S. interprete; A. Pohlman's 
S. Eph. Commentariorum Commentatio. 

VOL. III. F 
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characteristics of the translations which they employed ; but, 

like other early writers, they did not aim at strict accuracy of 

reference, so that their citations have no claim to overrule the 

verdict of the most ancient codices ; for these in actual age 

approximate to the times of Ephraim and Aphraates, while 

they are the representatives of a text which was at least cur- 

rent in the days of those writers. It ought to be unnecessary 

to repeat that exemplars are witnesses to texts which are older 

than the leaves of the codices. "There are no grounds what- 

ever for the suspicion that such MSS. as Add. 14,459 or 17,117 

belong to the ‘ first edition, so to speak, of the Peshitto. If 

therefore they are copies, then was the Peshitto either published 

between the death of St. Ephraim and the middle of the fifth 

century, or else it was known to the writer and used by him. 

In deciding between conflieting hypotheses, that must 

always be preferred which presents the fewest difficulties. 

And the difficulties involved in the supposition that the 

Peshitto is subsequent to the days of Mar Ephraim are 

certainly many. It leaves unexplained the close affinities 

(in spite of some divergences) between the Version used by 

Ephraim and Aphraates and the Peshitto of the fifth century 

—the absence of any trace of the rise of the Peshitto imme- 

diately before the oldest copies were made—the disappearance 

of every MS. of the Ante-Peshitto. Τὸ judge from the prac- 

tice of the scribes in the seventh century, who copied both 

the Peshitto and the Heraclean revision of it, it would be 

reasonable to expect to find copies of the Ante-Peshitto as 

well as of the Peshitto itself. Only one codex has ever been 

claimed as a representative of the former type of text. But 

unfortunately Add. 14,451 lacks those details of origin and 

locality out of which, in conjunction with the probable date 

of the MS., the history of the text might be constructed !. 

The conclusion is, that in our oldest Peshitto MSS. we can 

read the New Testament as it was known to the Syrians of 

1 *Tn order to recover the true text of any ancient document, it is necessary 

first to know its history. —Studia Biblica, ii. p. 240, Note by W. S. 
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the fourth century. We do not require to correct our text 

by quotations, and still less would there be any excuse now for 

those conjectural emendations which were proposed by some 

critics before the present diplomatie evidence was available !. 

IV. 

The ancient codices which we have enumerated represent 

each of the two great divisions of Syrian Christendom. Ata 

later period Nestorian? MSS. presented marked characteristics, 

partly in readings, still more in vowel-marks, and in hand- 

writing and ornamentation. Many of the differences in read- 

ing which have been noted are due, however, to the cireum- 

stance that the Jacobite MSS. with which the Eastern copies 

were compared were older, and preserved an older text for 

the most part. Some of the oldest Non-Nestorian copies 

are indeed so ancient, e. g. Add. 14,459 and 17,117 (pp. 53, 54 

above), that they may fairly be claimed as representatives of 

the undivided Syrian Church. In the sixth and following 

centuries the schism was completed, and between the Eastern 

! Emendations which are defended principally because they conform the 

Syriac to the Greek (such as some in Text. Ver. Simp. coll. c. duobus M S S. Bodl., 

R, Jones, 1805, and some quoted in Schaaf's Appendix) would be desirable in a 

missionary publication, but for critical purposes the Peshitto must rest on the 

authority ofits own MSS. There are no doubt cases where a trivial change in the 

Syriae characters would produce a preferable reading. Such are—in Mat, viii. 4 

Jo ocaN. (fepe?) for μόραν. (ἱερεῦσι) ; in Mat. ix. 36 te^, which better re- 

presents the ἐρριμμένοι, for tA in Luke ii. 10 Jsax. (τῷ Aad) for l3Na. 

(world) ; in Luke ii. 30 q^ (τὸ σωτήριόν aov) for pitas (thy mercy), and many 

others; but they are against diplomatic evidence. To all such changes, 

whether in the Peshitto or the Greek, Wichelhaus’ canon will apply, Critic et 

Editoris est talem textum servare qualis in libris reperitur—op. cit., p. 228. 

* This term is sometimes applied (but inaccurately) rather to the style of 

writing than to the type of text—see Wright in Cat. Brit. Mus. ii. Pref. 

p. xxxi. n. The designations Jacobite and Nestorian are neither strictly accu- 

rate nor always applicable. In the earlier periods there was no well-defined 

local boundary between the sects. At the present day it is doubtful how far 

the original theological distinctions still prevail, and whether the ancient 

Churches of the East are in actual as they certainly are in formal heresy. 
With Walton’s sympathetic words (quoted in Scrivener, p. 312 n) compare 

Some Notes of Travel (Trench); Review and Correspondence in Guardian, 

June and July, 1890; Riley’s Visit to Assyrian Christians. 

F 2 
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and Western copies of those times differences may be dis- 

covered which point to different streams of tradition in the 

monasteries, while the text itself is undoubtedly the same. 

The following pages afford a specimen of such variations, 

those, namely, which are found in the earliest copies, and 

which relate almost exclusively to the consonants of the 

unpointed text. 
ST. MARK I-V. 

L2 4991-9 peo esl: fu) $cace Jos Jano foals arbor "T 

WESTERN OR JACOBITE READINGS, 

_ Jo Ξε ἰδού (in cod. 8 9 added). 
EASTERN OR NESTORIAN READINGS. 

Jory, i.e. ὅτι ἰδού, to introduce 

quotation. 

5 S999 EePAI 9D Lures Qoo Joo "93260 

99axd = ἐν τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ ; so 8, | - Ἰρομν = ποταμῷ ; so 8, later 

first hand. | hand. 

6 Jeno fasvo | pe loo owhs? ohNaslwo 

Most old MSS. oM «aso (οὐ | oM aslaeo, scriptio plena, the 
cibus ejus) scriptio defectiva. more grammatical form; cf. 

Thes. Syr. (R. Payne Smith), 

col. 18r. 

7 «oo aca. So 9 Joss Jn.) vont "m Jan J» eo 

vol 9 (Peal) — kóyyas—lit., that voli (Zthpeal), and in several 

I should stoop. copies of the other class. _ 
Of the form in the Peal conjugation no example is given in the 

Thesaurus. Perhaps it is archaic, and was modernized in some 

copies, and by the Easterns. But the sense is the same. 

16 | σου ἡ cooligilo (assaaN. Ju 
«ol, so codd. 8 23. 20 do or «οἱ δεν (Andrew), 

and ver. 29. 

The spelling of proper names is often varied in different places 

of the same MS. 
20 Je p- J&1.922 ooras/ «5... οοϑοῦν 

lim B J&.1.9.2.5 = ἐν τῷ 

πλοίῳ μετὰ τῶν μισθωτῶν. 

21 “Pow sas ον 490 
AN = εἰσπορεύονται; so the | SX = εἰσπορεύεται ; so some 

American (Nestorian) Edition. Jacobite copies; see variants 
in Zischendorf. 

! In quoting passages for the reader's convenience here and below, it is not 

intended to express a final judgment on the text. 

om. ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ ; so 8 by erasure. 
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CN fund o5 Ml? Jia Ξε vir o> Joo huly—in quo erat— I. 23 

in quo est spiritus immundus marking distinctly the past 

—historical present tense. tense. A revised reading. 

Jo lo haXeo oo Jzx0 27 

bo hax — disciplina haec. | bara. bo=haec disciplina. 

Ja? ekasa jho 81 

Ja), without αὐτῆς, and appar- 

ently adapted to the Greek. 

oM ἐπε ὁ πυρετὸς αὐτῆς, but some 

coples—e.g. 15,21—favour the 

other class. 

woghle 042 i OHLSO Nó 4 

LS HPQ 7) λέπρα ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ. | 012 ea, LO = ar’ αὐτοῦ ἡ λέπρα. 

The Jacobite and Nestorian readings correspond to variants in 

the Greek : see the editions of Z%schendorf and others. odiq, with 

o might represent ἡ λέπρα αὐτοῦ, if in ver. 31 oM —ó πυρετὸς αὐτῆς. 

hopes o2 Joo l3» loss qaaac II. 

hoo: — τὸν κράββατον. loos ss. (so cod. 21), to express 

distinctly the objective case. 

de poe ΨΚ. p> was 9 eoo #2 Ja 20 Ji Qc 16 

Jao wos |igwo leds pr ato τοσοῦ MM ow 
For ἐσθίοντα, «c3 ; for ἐσθίει | c. 9 and aS Ss, using the same 

Nw». | Syriac for the one Greek verb. 

was. is to take food, and therefore specially appropriate here, 

while Ns is to eat figuratively as well as literally. 

“RO 000 (Ax las;9)0 (1502? gs? eocQ'eAR M) 18 

lasso (i99? e? eoo X Ja 59? 0 ΞΞ οἱ τῶν Φαρισαίων in both 

— [xai ἦσαν] of μαθηταὶ "Ieávvov places; so codd. 21 23. The 

xai of Φαρισαῖοι, but in the variants, as in I. 21, 42, corre- 

latter half of the ver. hass290 spond to those in the Greek. 
€ ^ , 

=o τῶν Φαρισαίων. 

Poo EM Sokals l5 *Jhà; e? vell 20 

bM (Soubse = dz αὐτῶν ὁ vup- | transposed, qoe le; so 21 

dios. by erasure. 

The Western reading follows the order of the Greek, but the 

Eastern is perhaps a better Syriac order. 
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TIT, 28 — 49o9X αν fais θεν rage Jadu qoo! 
Υἱοὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων is in oldest MSS. usually expressed by Ja») 135, 

as here cod. 40: in later copies, and in the Nestorian, usually by 

lans; but there is much inconsistency. In the Eastern MSS. are 

found the defective forms No and Wee, but not exclusively, 

while Ww. a5 and Wee are somewhat more frequent in the older 
Jacobite copies. So |) 2e and Juss), de e and ere, 

and other full or contracted forms are used indifferently in MSS. 

of both classes and all ages. 

35 oats prism eA? £x e? 

Most copies transpose, $3393. HQ, GOH 0s yap ἂν ποιήσῃ, 

ὅλας (Var. lect. . 23.9) 42359 eo. in exact order of the Greek. 

IV. 5 e Ino Joo Mx? Jai 

S5? Nx» fou? — (lit.) where no 
earth. See also i. 23 above. 

Is5/ Joo Kady Jas = where 

there was no earth—conformed 

to the context. 

21 «xo .pamlho Jhfoo Κλ fae fh? Jana 
For τεθῇ and ἐπιτεθῇ, prooho. prolh, an orthographical 

See Zhes. Syr. col. 2560; correction, found also in some 

Nestle, Syr. Gr. (1889), 46» Jacobite MSS. 
and note 7. 

33 das (oad Joo λαὸ 

end Saas ΞΞ Ἰησοῦς αὐτοῖς | Wome (OHMS = αὐτοῖς Ἰησοῦς. 

(18 om. ood). 

This transposition is the reverse of that in ii. 20; there the 

Western has the objective case first, here the Eastern. Both add 

Ἰησοῦς, which is not in the original. 

40 hoo vel? whrauy μος, 

᾿ ε39)ΞΞ οὕτω. | μοο ; emphatic form. 

The two forms differ little in meaning—see examples in 768, 

Syr., col. 1007—but from the usus of the Peshitto N.T. the Nes- 

torian form would seem to be a correction. See Schaaf's Lex. Syr. 

Concord., p. 131. 

V. 27 som 842 NN Ksivo oskms e? fetos Ie LL? 

Asio ... bl/=she came... | With codd. 17 21 23... Mj 

she touched. See the variants K.s3;00= she came . . . and 

in Tischendorf. she touched. 
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“(oo as A9) «aa^ t+? 0o 

a9/ e? o0 — ὁ δὲ ἐκβαλών. ao Nas ee? 00 — 6 δὲ Ἰησοῦς 

ἐκβαλών, and so cod. 40. 

The variations which belong to one family are sometimes found 

in individuals of the other group. 

The folowing readings of the Nestorian New Testament, Add. 

14,448, may be noticed. In Acts xx. 28 there is an erasure before 

laxo? = Christi, but nothing to show that the reading was ever 

JoXls—Dei. In Heb. ii. 9 we find Jed GXAAMS wy oo, the 

third word being thus written over an oun i that no doubt 

of exo shoo, so that a prima manu it would have been ?pse enim, 

excepto Deo, pro omnibus gustavit mortem. In Rom. ix. 5, 1 Cor. 

v. 8 (1 Tim. iii. 16 is lost), this MS. read as Add. 14,479, etc. 

Those who have access to my Proposal to publish a Revised Teat 

of the Peshitto Gospels (for private circulation), 1887, will find other 

readings quoted from the Nestorian Tetraevangelium Add. 14,460 

(7), and from Add. 7157, there called D. 

The classification of readings which we have made in the 

above review of five chapters of the Peshitto is the result ofthe 

careful collation of fifteen! ancient codices, of which ten were 

collated by the late P. E. Pusey. The division of them between 

the Eastern and Western families is not difficult to make. 

We have already seen (pp. 50-4) that some copies plainly 

declare their origin, either by facts recorded in the colophons, 

or by the character of the writing. The texts of these afford 

data by which the remainder may be judged. By continuing 

throughout the New Testament the process of which the 

above is a specimen, a Table would be constructed which would 

serve as a test for other copies, and would exhibit the real 

nature of the differences between the Eastern and the Western 

Schools. But, in fact, our specimen is itself sufficient. From 

it the student can see— 

(i) That there were two distinct streams of tradition in 

! They are the Jacobite Codices 2, 5, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 36, and the 
Nestorian 7, 8, 16, 33, with the Nestorian American Edition. See p. 103. 

V. 40 
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the transmission of the vernacular of the Syriac Church. 

And yet— 

(ii) That only one text is supported by the two lines of 

evidence. 

The MS. which we designate No. 8 is interesting and impor- 

tant in the history of the Peshitto text. The style of hand- 

writing suggests the work of a scribe who belonged to some 

Nestorian monastery. It remained in the custody of possessors 

by whom Nestorian vowels and accents were added, and the 

text was in places corrected to the Nestorian type. But such 

correction shows that its prototype was related to MSS. of 

the other class. That the seribe chose a Jacobite model for 

his MS. is unlikely: far more probable is it that the differ- 

ences between the Schools were not finally established in his 

time. If so, it will follow that the Nestorian type is the 

result of correction and revision, and therefore that the 

Jacobite is the older. And further, our careful collations of 

other MSS. show that the Monophysite copies of the sixth 

century, such as Vaticanus (A.D. 548) or Florentinus (A.D. 586), 

conform in character to the fifth century copies Add. 14,459, 

14,470, and 17,117, which may fairly be considered as rather 

pte-Nestorian than Jacobite. Again, the Nestorian type is 

closely related in many of its grammatical forms to the later 

Jacobite MSS., such as Crawford II, and also to the text of 

Widmanstadt’s edition, which, as I have shown in a former 

essay, was printed from Jacobite or Maronite exemplars !. 

NV. 

In the Prolegomena to Tregelles Greek Testament (1879, p. 

xxvii, col. 1) the writer names the Version commonly printed 

as the Peshito (sic), and adds, ‘ of this I collated the whole of 

Rich’s MS., 7157 |ef. p. 53, above] in the British Museum : 

this MS. is a good proof how the Syriac scribes modernized 

their copies.’ Similar assertions have been made, or repeated, 

! Studia Biblica, ii. p. 268. 
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by other writers, and are very misleading. The differences 

between a fifth century and an eighth century Peshitto MS., 

while not quite of the same kind, are in number less numerous 

than those which distinguish an English Bible as printed at 

the present day from Bibles which were published at the 

beginning of the seventeenth century. Of more important 

variations, an eighth century Syriac copy, Nestorian or 

Jacobite, would contain about, on an average, one in every 

chapter; but of these only a few would have any bearing on 

the relation of the version to the Greek archetype. 

Again, it has been said that the present Peshitto is ‘the 

gradually formed product of several successive revisions?.’ 

How far these various assertions are true of the materials 

available for the criticism of the Peshitto New Testament 

must be carefully considered, and a minute examination of 

even a small portion of the text, with comparison of variants, 

will suffice to show the character and the extent of the differ- 

ences between. different copies which were produced in dif- 

ferent localities and at different ages. We select the last 

eighteen verses of the 5th chapter of St. Matthew, a passage 

where we are able to adduce the testimony of twenty wit- 

nesses?. They are :— 

1 Hammond, Z'eríual Criticism, 1890, p. 57; cf. The New Testament 

(Westcott and Hort), p. 84, and Tregelles in Bible Dictionary, iii. p. 1625 f. 

Mr. Hammond refers to Ridley’s De Syriacarum Nov. Foed. Versionum in- 

dole et usu dissertatio ; but the author (§§ vii, viii, pp. 28, 31) admits that the 

Simplex was read in the fourth century, and to account for the differences be- 

tween Ephraim and the Peshitto supposes either (1) that the Old Syriac 

differed from that of to-day (he had not access to our ancient codices), or (2) 

that there were many versions, or (3) that Ephraim used the Greek. Ridley 

adds: * Versionem Syrorum Simplicem Latinis omnibus esse vetustiorem veri- 

simile mihi videtur.’ 

? For the collations of Nos. 2, 7, 11, 12, 32 I am responsible; the readings 

of No. 40 have been contributed by Professor Ugolini, those of the Massorah 

by Dr. Bezold. My information about the variants in Nos. 13, 17, 18, 20, 23, 

24, 25, 26 is derived from the note-books of the late Philip Edward Pusey. 

No. 10 was collated by the Rev. E. J. Perry, before he left London for the 

Principalship of the C. M. S. College at Kanday, Ceylon. His early death by 

an accident on April 2nd, 1890, has deprived me of a friend and fellow-labourer, 

and the Church of an earnest teacher and zealous missionary. 
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(a) Fifth century, or early in sixth, Cod. Add. Mus. Brit. 17,117 
[18], and perhaps a few years younger, Add. 14,470 [17]. 

(8) Sixth century, Add. 17,116 [2], 17,115 [10], 14,461 [24], 

Crawford I [11], Vaticanus a.v. 548 [40], Florentinus A.D. 
586 [26]. 

(y) Sixth or seventh century, Add. 14,454 [13], 12,137 [20], 
τὺ 5 [89]. 

(8) Seventh century, Add. 14,460 A.D. 600 [7], 14,471 A.D. 615 

[32], and Add. 14,463 [25]. 

(ε) Eighth or ninth century, Crawford II [12]. 
(¢) The (i) Eastern and (ii) Western Massorah. 

ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 

JiNett KS GX SAP colla!" Jt ἐῶν ally” 
soll] TIN (et infra) cum mehagyana apud Editores Ameri- 

canos. 

e? AUS ola?” JA s e? BY fSaM μὲ eer ps 

$34, Nada NAA) eo acu 1$ ON HAS, εἰσ» INAS 
μ᾽ «(] lozxo) Codd. 17 18 20 32: valde fluctuant. \aas 

(con pro cán, more Nestorianorum) Editio Americana, et ubique; cf. 

v. 37. N55] Sas hoc loco 23: fluctuant codd. Inter exe et 

Jay litura in r2. Om. e? IO 20 24 25—ita 2, nunc litura. 

δος. *] ὦ 3tiae pers. fem. (hoc loco o3 $) semper exhibent Edd. 
Widmanstadiana et Schaafiana, interdum cod. 12. 

Qe dss Ne. Js CORN esr NS ooh 83 

ghd Lids EF pal 

(Mme (\9= Ón pro tn, et ubique) Ed. Amer, et infra. 

qhsecx, yhsoams (singulariter) 10; apud Nestorr. (Mass. et 
Ed. Amer.) goes, 94h98: item (v. 34) 06 hvcodaoy, 
et (v. 36) ej pro 6j, Ed. Amer. 

Eaoistos ias iud aol ats μὲ obi οὐ ID 
JoXls oo 

Jo 2:6) 18 20 32 ita Cur. J] Ms ero 25 5.2, exl] ash 

(et infra) Ed. Amer. JeX(5] Jer (d’Alaha) apud Nestorianos. 

>» 



of the Peshitto New Testament. 75 

(») The American Nestorian New Testament (New York, 1886) ; 

cf. p. 55 C, above. 

(0) The editio princeps of Widmanstadt, which was printed from 

MSS. not now accessible. 
(:) The Edition of Leusden and Schaaf (p. 49, n. 4), with the 

Appendix of Variations in all authorities then available’. 

! Schaaf, who completed the edition after Leusden's death, says (Praef. ad 

Lect.) , ‘adjunxi versionem ex omnibus versionibus Latinis, in primis Tre- 

melliana [quam ipse omnium primus adornavit] propria opera compositam.' 

From this biblical scholars, who do not read Syriac, have derived most of their 

knowledge of the Peshitto N. T. We have borrowed from Schaaf in the fol- 

lowing pages, but with adaptation to the text which we exhibit. 

ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 

31 Dictum est, quod quicunque dimittit uxorem suam, det illi 

scriptum repudii. 

Ad rationem verbi proferendi solam pertinet nota mehagyanwe. 

32 Ego autem dico vobis, quod omnis quicunque dimittit uxorem 

suam, excepta causa fornicationis, efficit ei ut committat adulte- 

rium: et quicunque accipit derelictam, adulterium committit + 

Omnis quicunque] Cum 2 (p. m.) 10 20 24 25 vertas, omnis 

qui. Cf. varr. lectt. mas 6 ἀπολύων et ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ. 

*| non interrumpunt 2 32 40. 

33 Rursum audistis quod dictum est antiquis; Non mentieris 

in iuramentis tuis, persolves autem Domino iuramenta tua. 

Cod. 10, twramento, iuramentum—ita Codex Curetonianus ; 

cf. p. 86 infra. 

34 Ego autem dico vobis, ne iuretis omnino: ne per coelum, 
quia solium est Dei. 

Ne iuretis...] Praefigunt 2 10 25 32 9, quod idem valet ac 
ὅτι orationis rectae. 
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sp assioks Jo?’ Lod NA S Kwoly wo Jas 0-55 shsoks Wo " 

Ja Jason Le SALTS) 
E35] sss (more Nestt.) Ed. Amer. | coe S S, sine (7), 13. 

prajols] prauils 2 1 praiols 1252; p» I3 40; valde 

fluctuant. p»; éj5, Ed. Amer. oo os eso? Schf., oo, Wid. 

je» JNA o ποῦς Nol uaa Ji Ὁ] Ὁ yada Lej" 
Shoe. of” Ja sa) Ιλ, 

yaa] hoc loco 11 yasss. In codd. plerumque 4$, apud 

Editores a4$: Ed. Amer. 9^5, more Nestorr. Jeu om. a p. m. 7. 

ei exo eb pps I Je e) οὐ τῶν Jes) v 
$oo hans e» 

(SoMe| «825 (et ubique) Mass. Nest. et Ed. Amer. οἱ | 

apud Nestorr. οἱ ; oo head (cf. v. 33) Ed. Amer. 

Inter vv. 37 et 38 Rubrica δος Janay ]2a5 JANI? Jua ce 

lee! 2 23; ita 40 in margine. 

NC hin 2X2 Jio lis 2X2 hx: ETE QNS 88 
e, 

feel M es NA Lo oc. (Se cio) Js Dea i? TTC p 

J [Cod. 40 Mind ejax He). jnGAlI; Q49 NS ΟΝ Livy eo 

liz» 182032. M4] apud Nestorr. 2.4. 

? ^ 4 Py AGE dic é 7 » y dX X vum » 
of’ oS ω 5. 916 Ns cao gD On? l2 eo - 

" 44S e» 

waaa, Wanaro, Ed. Amer. e olo 23. 

Me el oS. Sj ten Jue ys HAT, ee? 

Ver. 42 a ver. 41 disiungit 7. 

» 
τ’ wool Ji m eb? ΙΞ E00 9X ao QA Shar e ” 

IS) coo] loi e? (99 10; m IU Widman. et Schf. 

olay (cf. v. 34) Ed. Amer. Ad finem o*o IO IT. 

b yASESSEN edeed yards pig silly MR © 
ssolhy] addit minio xs.as (—ANTIQUIS) 25—ita Cod. Curet. 

Deest R2, in marg. pe $424 23 per lituram; 18 a manu 

recentiori. 
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35 Neque per terram, quia scabellum est quod est sub pedibus 

ejus: neque etiam per Urishlem, quia civitas est Regis magni. 

Signum (-) saepe deest nominibus pluralibus et collectivis. 

UrisMem] Ed. Amer. Oreshlem—huius nominis eandem ex- 

hibet formam Cod. C'uret. ac recentiores 12 32. 

36 Neque etiam per caput tuum iurabis: quia non potes facere 

in eo capillum unum caesariei nigrum aut album. 

Om. a p. m. unwm 7; plura apud Z'schendorfium (Nov. Test. 

ed. mai.) reperias. 

37 Sed sit sermo vester, Ita, ita, et Non, non: id quod haec 

excedit, a malo est ἡ 

*]| non interrumpit 32. 

Rubrica, LECTIO TERTII DIEI HEBDOMADIS PRIMAE IEIUNII. 

38 Audistis quod dictum est, Oculum pro oculo, et dentem pro e 

dente : 

39 Ego autem dico vobis, ut non surgatis contra malum: sed [48 eed... 

quicunque percutit te super maxillam tuam dexteram, obverte illi Cod. 40] 

etiam alteram. 

40 Et quicunque vult contendere tecum, et accipiet tunicam 

tuam, relinque illi etiam pallium tuum. 

Etiam] et ctiam 23. 

49 41 Qui adigit te ad miliarium unum, abito cum illo duo. a 

42 Quicunque petit abs te, da illi: et quicunque vult mutuari e 
abs te, ne prohibeas eum. 

Cum ro vertas, et eum, qui. v. m. abs te, ne prohibeas id [quod 

petit] nisi redundet suffixum woo. Cum Widman. et 

Schf. verte, e£ quicunque mutuetur. 

43 Audistis quod dictum est, Diligas proximum tuum, et odio ae 
habeas inimicum tuum: 

Vel ames. Apud Vers. Heracl. (Jo. xx. 15-17) jaws valet 
amare, ew diligere. 
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e MESES αοῖϑο QEAASMNAX onal” s da. μὲ οἱ μ᾽" 

NS oeXio (cas μόν ead δας opdad (clad χὰ 
4 we ba χα δὲ 6 :». ^) Sas es35e Jiges Was oii) QN 

luzso/ 18. αλλ) (aasas so 17 18 20. 

Ss HAMA wiesdf So .JAxa23 cactsly words soo’ ias 

Has Nx e Lila NS oio MlI$e als Nxo [AZ NSS 

eo&is, llo, Was, Ed. Amer oaxx] osea (sic) 13. 
acasls Ed. Amer.; cf. v. 48. 

" bal Ja" Miso sea. ease) SLI Sho?) cenas VM : 
ARA 126 oo loads ol’ Jà I " aS 

Qu e] \ S) ACA eJ iod Ed. Amer. SM) 
Schf. δ» Ὺ 7 τι, et ver. 47, ubi 12 quoque: sed valde 
fluct. codd. 

eK Miso ues alls aas eh! Wm is 47 
Tee J?e wo Jena so 9) "Jo Jl Sa Cox 

veh e] vehe] apud Editores. 

aa too pag, eai cada has. Jes hoi Sasó ooo * 

Rubriea in textu lee 9 Jao.9 Js? |2a5 fasi{y Jn 2, 

alii post Oo za. DW EA 

S20, 090, Ed. Amer, Scal] esl Mass. Nest. 
et Ed, Amer., i. e. d'Abhucon. 

Before attempting to classify the variants which occur in 

this specimen, the following observations may be made :— 

1. The vowel points, Eastern or Western, are, of course, not 

found in the oldest MSS. In the fifth, sixth, and seventh 

century codices, which are our most important authorities for 

the criticism of the text, the grammatical forms are distin- 

cuished by the diacritical point, and even this is only used in 

doubtful cases. The few vowels which are affixed, almost at 

random, and chiefly to proper names, were added by later 

hands. The absence of really ancient indications of the 

pronunciation is a loss to the philologist rather than to the 
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44 Ego autem dico vobis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et bene pre- 5? 

camini ei qui maledieit vobis, et facite quod bonum est ei qui odit 

vos, et orate pro illis qui ducunt vos violenter, et persequuntur vos. 

[N.B. Agnoscunt codd. Peshitt. omnes omnia quae Editores (/e- 

vision Revised (Burgon), 410-1) e textu Graeco eiecerunt, 

45 Ut sitis filii Patris vestri qui est in coelis, qui oriri facit ji 

solem suum super bonos et super malos, et demittit pluviam suam 

super iustos et super iniustos. 

46 Si enim diligatis eos qui diligunt vos, quod praemium est n 

vobis? nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt ? 

Notam interrogationis saepe negligunt codd. Significationis 

nihil refert. 

47 Et si salutetis fratres vestros tantum, quid eximii facitis ! 

nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt? 

48 Estote igitur vos perfecti, sicut Pater vester qui est in coelis τ 
perfectus est. 

Praefigit 2 Rubricam, LECTIO DIEI QUARTI HEBDOMADIS 

PRIMAE IEIUNII. 

theologian. On account of the simplicity of the construc- 

tions, and the separation of the words in even the most 

ancient writing, the meaning of a sentence is seldom doubtful, 

and its relation to the Greek archetype is almost always as 

certain as if the text were furnished with the whole array of 

later vowels and accents. And of course these also are neither 

arbitrary, nor merely the expression of a late pronunciation. 

The Massorah, which both supports, and in places corrects, 

the vowel system employed by editors from the days of 

Widmanstadt, embodies the traditions of the schools of the 

seventh and earlier centuries, as we have already shown; nor 
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is there any reason to suppose that the pronunciation which 

prevailed when it was fixed by vowel points, differed to any 

great extent from that of earlier times. So much, at least, 

may be affirmed without prejudging questions to which we 

shall advert later !. 

2. 'The correct pronunciation (with aspiration, or without 

it) of the Begadhkephath letters, was considered of great 

importance by the Syriae Massoretes, although they frequently 

omitted the Rukaka and Qushaya, when the form was well 

known, and no mistake could arise. In the MSS. of the 

Western School these indieations were given by very dis- 

tinct red dots. We have employed in the text printed in 

this essay a fine dot, similar to that found in the Nestorian 

MS., Add. 12,138?, and have set it further to the right than 

it would actually appear in the MS., the better to distinguish 

it from the vowel and diacritical points ?. 

3. The reader will see indicated on the margin of our 

specimen several of the shorter or so-called Ammonian Sections, 

with the reference to their proper Canons. The division of 

the Gospels into larger sections (of which there are in Matt. 

22,in Mark 13, in Luke 23, in John 20) is also so frequent 

as to form a feature of ancient Peshitto MSS. They are often 

enumerated on a double system,—singly for each Evangelist, 

consecutively from I to LXXVIII throughout the four 

1 See p. 91, and notes, below. 

2 Of this MS. an excellent facsimile will be found in Cat, Syr. MSS. Brit. 
Mus., Pt. iii. Plate XIIT. Of the Jacobite Vatican Massora Wiseman gives 

a facsimile in Horae Syriacae, which he says was ‘summa cura delineatum '— 

.qDBI. 
Ἶ 3 Modern editors have for the most part neglected the Rukaka and Qushaya. 

An exception is that most carefully-edited book, Bernstein’s Das Heilige 

Evangelium des Johannes in Harklensischer Uebersetzung, 1853. These points 

are marked in the same author’s Lexicon Chrestomathiae Kirschianae accom- 

modatum, and are well treated by Nestle in the course of his Syriae Grammar 

(tr. Kennedy)—indeed the materials are sufficient for a future edition of the 

Peshitto, and perhaps of some other works. There are a few doubtful cases, 

especially in words of foreign derivation, as, e.g. $^, which in Ferrarius 

(Nom. Syr.) and Bernstein (Lexicon) is £^, but in Bernstein’s St. John 

(Vorbericht xv) is ὅλως; also in assimilation of letters—ef. Duval sec. 111 

and n. On JEANS? and JAN» i , see Néldeke, p. 84. 
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Gospels. The Pauline Epistles were also divided into fifty-five 

Sectiones Majores, and the Acts (to which the three Catholic 

Epistles were constantly appended, and the four documents 

treated as one book) into thirty-two sections. 

4. The specimen shows that Rubries a prima manu are found 

in some MSS. The practice of the scribes was very arbitrary, 

except in those few codices which are rubricated throughout 

the text. In many MSS. rubrics, and other divisions, on more 

than one system, are added on the margin by different later 

hands. Besides the formal sections, the text is often inter- 

rupted in the best MSS., where the sense requires a break; 

and these paragraphs are often made with much judgment’. 

5. In all Syriac MSS., even our most ancient codices, the 

words are invariably written separately, and not continuously 

as in the old Hebrew, Greek, and Latin codices and in- 

scriptions. With this arrangement, and the simplicity of the 

Syriac constructions, a complicated system of interpunction is 

unnecessary. In the oldest copies a short sentence is ter- 

minated by [.], subsidiary to which is [+]. Occasionally in 

some MSS. [.] over or under the last letter is used, like a 

Hebrew disjunctive accent, and is less than a comma”, The 

shorter (Ammonian) section is terminated by [+] often in red: 

! Other less common and more modern divisions are mentioned in Brit. Mus. 

Cat. Syr. MSS. i. pp. 49 col. b, 54 col. b, 56 col. b, 78 col. b, etc. The divisions 

in Widmanstadt are nearly equivalent to those in Cod. Crawf. II. The Nes- 

torian Massoretic MS., fol. 303 b, reckons 163 Janae (Sections) in the New 

Testament, which corresponds to the Gospels 78, Paul 55, Acts and Cath. Epp. 

32, mentioned above. 

? Dr. I. H. Hall, American Journal of Society of Biblical Literature, 1882, 

p. 9, thinks that in the Beirüt codex of N. T. (Gospels Heraclean, rest 

Peshitto) the double dot frequently only follows the slope of the final letter, 

and is (*) or (2) or (2) without difference of meaning: also that the single dot 

often does duty for the double, its companion having been absorbed in the 

preceding letter, or omitted. His codex was described by Dr. Ceriani as 

ninth century Jacobite. Whether the Professor’s explanation be generally true 

or not, certainly this style of punctuation prevailed in all early Peshitto MSS. 

with which I am acquainted (see facsimile of Cod. Vatic. A.D. 548, Stud. 

Bib. ii). Sometimes also a dot seems to be employed as an accent, but not 

regularly or consistently. "While the consonantal text was accurately repro- 

duced, a degree of license was allowed in points and paragraphs. 

VOL. III. G 
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the paragraph by . o + o ., and the like. [-] as subsidiary to 

[*] is rare, and [*] does not occur in the oldest MSS. We 

find also [* {= 7] and. «= T1]. 

The variants which occur in the passage under consider- 

ation may be classified as follows :— 

1, Clerical errors, (1) osa», v. 45. To the same cause are no 
doubt due (2) the erasure in Cod. r2 at v. 32, (3) the alterations 

in Cod. 18 at v. 43, (4) possibly the loss of the Wy before Nya, 
V. 44. 

2. Differences of writing. (5) so or Wes, v. 32; (6) yess or 
“κ᾽, v. 36, though the latter was by the Nestorians pointed yas ; 

(7) eeu or $e s, v. 32; (8) ooà SA or coradsd, v. 35; 
(9) lease with or without mark of interrogation where it is 

implied in the context, vv. 46, 473 (10) μὲ ior s, both 

pronounced amarnd, v. 32, etc. ; probably also (11) GT eae 

or yOMuams, v. 46, oho? el or NS, v. 41; (12) those 

variations of passo] which relate to spelling rather than to 

pronunciation. 

3. Differences of pronunciation. 'The Nestorian forms (13) 99, 

v. 32, ete, ; also (a=) V. 33, etc. ; wana and Vana, v. 40; (14) 

4 Ie ὅλο, v. 33, and ὁ for 6 in other forms here and below; (15) 

yosolh, Y. 34, ete.; also ilo, v. 45; (16) Jo ls (half-vowel of 

preposition retained—so with ὦ and \ below), v. 34, etc.; (17) 

prnid/,v. 35; (18) ef; v. 37, Sago, v. 48; (19) Bil, v. 39; 
(20) WAS, v. 45; (21) eco, v. 48; possibly also (22) «el, ag) Be 

1 Tt is admitted that some of the differences which the different vowel- 

marks indicate may be slight, but in view of the care exercised by the Syriac 

schools to preserve the orthography and with it the orthoepy of their 

grammatical forms, it would be unreasonable to deny that a distinct sound 

was proper to each vowel mark of both the Eastern and the Western systems. 

How far these distinctions were observed in popular speech is not the question 

here, In literature there are cases where .* (which usually corresponds to ^) 

represents —— , for which the Nestorian sign is commonly —; = is sometimes 

expressed by w, sometimes by —; while © (= ὃ) and Ὁ (= €) are not always 

distinguished amongst the Jacobites, both being usually expressed by the 

diphthongal mark $—. Such variations represent dialectic differences. Forms 

which were pronounced differently, and therefore provided with different signs, 

in one dialect, might be pronounced alike, and therefore furnished with the 

same sound-mark in the orthography of the other dialect. See Syrische Gram- 

matik (Noldeke, 1880), $8 42-50; Nestle's Syr. Gr, (Kennedy) § 6 c, d; 

Grammaire Syriaque (Duval), pp. 73f. and Introd. iii, and works there cited, 
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etc.; (23) the unelided e of Sch. & W., v. 35. Τὸ these must be 

added (11), if it be allowed that after the termination ea. the 
? of the pronoun (which is very often written in the oldest MSS.) 

was pronounced with " (as Schaaf), and not elided !, 
4. Differences of text? (24) the omission of e3e—Qquicunque, 

v. 32; (25) the singular for the plural, v. 33; (26) $—6r: orat. 

rect. added, v. 34 ; (27) Jes — "num omitted, v. 36; (28) Οὐ or 9le, 
also or and also, v. 40; (29) in v. 42, the reading of Cod. 1o, which 

if not a conflation, or a redundancy, would give the variation eum 

ne id [quod petit] prohibeas for ne prohibeas ewm ; (30) the omis- 

sion of Ia —vult, v. 42 ; (31) the addition of J.36 a. — antiquis, 
v. 43. If (4) does not belong to class r, it must be added here 

because the ἃς, though inexpressible in English, more distinctly 

marks the objective case. 

To sum up :—In 18 verses we may count 31 distinct varia- 

tions by noting every minute difference of letter or of point? ; 

but of these 31, only 9 (the sum total of all which can possibly 

be gathered into class 4) affect even remotely the sense or 

grammar of the Syriac. Of these 9 (26) and if it belongs 

here (4) have no relation to the Greek archetype, for the » of 

(26), and the \ of (4), are used quite arbitrarily in Syriac. 

Of the remaining 7, (25) (27) (28) (29) (30) for lack of support 

cannot be treated as Various Readings properly so called *. (31) 

! On the pronunciation of the pronoun in combination with the participle see 

Nóoldeke, op. cit., $8 42, 43, and Manddische Grammatik, $175 a; Duval, § 183; 

Nestle, $ 19a. On the union of prepositions with initial i , see Nestle, $ 17 b, 

and examples in our specimen of Massorah. 

* The distinction between the instances which belong to classes 3 and 4 

is real, though in some cases minute. In a language like Syriac the letters 

might be pronounced differently—i. e. written with different vowel-marks— 

and yet the same meaning conveyed. If a different pronunciation denotes a 

different meaning, or grammatical form, the word will belong to class 4, but 

this does not seem to be the case with any of the instances given above in 

class 3. 

* We confine ourselves to variations which actually occur in our MSS. and 

editions based on MSS., without regarding Grammars and Lexicons. <A dif- 

ferent calculation might alter the sum, but would not touch our argument. 

* Many (so-called) Various Readings are mere errors and impossible forms. 

It is the duty of the collator to record every such variation which he finds, 

however minute, however apparently trivial. It is well that they should 

be exhibited in the larger critical editions; the student is then placed in the 

G 2 
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must be rejected for the same reason ; but we shall see further 

on that it is interesting from another point of view. "Thus 

out of the 31, only ove (24) can claim recognition as a true 

variant. The alternatives seem to be related to the differences 

in the Greek copies, and to have arisen from the attempt 

to conform certain MSS. to a recognized Greek text. 

The result which we have arrived at is striking and signi- 

fieant. We find hardly a trace of ‘the several successive 

revisions’ to which it is supposed the Syriac vernacular New 

Testament was subjected ; rather does it present itself in our 

copies in a perfected and matured condition. If the ‘revisions’ 

ever really took place, time has swept away nearly all the 

chips and shavings of the work. 

Our passage occurs in the Curetonian: it will be con- 

venient to print it separately as follows! :— 

ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48 

according to the Curetonian ; the parts in which it is identical 

with the Peshitto being printed in Maronite type, those in 

which it differs from the Peshitto in Estrangela. 

same position as the editor; he can judge of the character of the documents 

for himself, and see on what plan the revised text has been constructed. But 

the larger part by far of these variants are mistakes of scribes (Variae 

Lectiones (C. G. Cobet, 1873], Praef. xxvii-lx). If the question be approached 
with common sense, and not under the influence of some theory of textual 

eriticism, it is impossible to imagine that such palpable faults can have been 

found in the archetype, after the copy had been made ready for publication, 

or for transmission as a letter (Scrivener, op. cit., p. 565). But (2) the case is 

different where not one or two copies, but a majority of witnesses, credible 

for weight and number and representatives of widespread tradition, conspire 

to attest a reading, which is a priori improbable. That reading must be 

received into the text, and all others may be rejected. But (3) there are 
also cases where the evidence is conflicting, and where witnesses, both 

numerous and respectable, support different, but possible, readings. In such 

cases, although one reading may be finally adopted, the others deserve to be 

remembered, and these are ‘ Various Readings properly so called.’ 

1 From Dr. Cureton’s edition: we have not been able to examine the MS. 
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Jory AGAR ON X olNo) Jn? Gor ce) ™ 
es olo) Ja? (73 [om. Soo] yas Li? 2j e? TES 
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A E TS zl, SR 5 ooo] JJ glo o1)? loi ero 
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co .L52a53 κοϑαϑὶν eo Qs oooks μου“ TCR po 

Sao bil Ww. oo No hands Wo jag SX ama wo} 
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Jo Jj waahaasl, Xm 39 645 anuli J-:aNa2 om 

[om. QU woe coo 5 000 eM Miam Als δὲ 

100} 23. anas κρασὶ» hal Jig 

In this passage there are at least 28 variations from the 

Peshitto in its best form: if account be taken of single 

" μοὶ and MS Cureton (I know not why) enclosed in [ 1. 
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words rather than of the context, the number of changes will 

be greater. Of these only four, in vv. 33, 34, 35, 43 (and the 

last alone is a reading of any interest) find direct support in 

any old Peshitto MS. We do not approach much nearer to the 

Curetonian by adopting the readings of the MSS. written the 

nearest to the date of Add. 14,451. An exception is at v. 42, 

where the Curetonian agrees with the oldest Peshitto MSS. 

against the text of Widmanstadt. 

The resemblances between the Curetonian and the Peshitto 

have been fully noticed by other writers, chiefly in order to 

establish the descent of the latter from the former!. Isolated 

passages may be adduced in evidence of greater or less 

similarity. The problem is to account for the many di- 

vergences. Whatever be the relative dates of the two 

Versions, the above passage is alone sufficient to exhibit the 

width of the gulf which lies between them ?. 

VL 

The late Philip Pusey used to say? that there were distinct 

traces of a revision of the Peshitto made about the time when 

1 Although Dr. Scrivener does not hold this view, yet his specimens (Plain 
Introduction, pp. 335-7, ed. 1883) perhaps suggest more of resemblance 

between the Peshitto and the Curetonian than is, on the whole, the case. On 

the other hand the differences in our specimens somewhat exceed the average 

number. 

2 See the lucid summary of the controversy given by the scholarly author 

(E. Miller) of A Guide to Textual Criticism of the N. T., p. 74n. Objection 

has justly been taken on palaeographical grounds to the Abbé Martin's date 

for Add. 14,451. "There is good reason to believe that the date usually 

assigned to this MS. is substantially correct. It was therefore written before 

Codex Bezae, but, since no one supposes that this type of Greek text came into 

existence with the codex which now exhibits it, the Abbé's main contention 

that Add. 14,451 was assimilated to the cod. D type, is not disproved by a 

difference of opinion as to the time when Add. 14,451 was written. 

* Suddenly called from the theological studies which had been the solace of 

a life of weakness and suffering, he left no written record of any matured plan 

for the revision of the Peshitto. He had made an important collection of 

various readings, with some notes and observations on the peculiarities of the 

copies which he had examined. I have also a distinct recollection of more than 

one conversation, in the course of which I learned what were his opinions about 

the extant text of the Peshitto, and what were his plans for the revised edition 
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Add. 14,448 (p. 53, above) was written, but that such revision 

extended only to the grammatical forms. ‘This was his 

conclusion as the result of much study of Peshitto New 

Testament MSS. How eareful he was in his collations, his 

note-books and papers will show! And his judgment on the 

nature of the revision I most emphatically confirm. The MSS. 

of the Eastern School, of which the one above named is a 

valuable and early specimen, began to assume their distinctive 

form during the seventh century. With this type of text 

agrees that which is extant in such a distinctively late 

Jaeobite MS. as the Crawford 11 (p. 54, above), and the Jacobite 

and Maronite copies from which the ed2tio princeps of Wid- 

manstadt was printed’. The text was slightly modernized * 

which he had long contemplated. It will be to me most gratifying if I am 

able to rescue from oblivion, and offer for the use of the Church, some of the 

results of the labours of one whose piety and singleness of purpose made him 

very dear to his friends. 

‘ See Studia Biblica, ii. pp. 267-9. 

? My learned friend the Rev. Richard Hooper, Rector of Upton, Berks, whose 
readiness to make others partakers of his abundant erudition is known to all 

who have the privilege of his acquaintance, has called my attention to an 

illustrative passage in Winterton's Poetae Minores Graeci. In the Annotations, 

commenting on the var. lect. A? for δὴ in Hes. 'Epy. i. 2, he refers to the 

Nov. Test. ed. Aldin. (taken from the first edition of Erasmus), which he says 

he had thought was an edition omn?uwm longe corruptissimam, but further 

study had convinced him that nearly all the errors were due to differences 

in pronunciation; and he tells in confirmation a story of the mistakes which 

occurred in an attempted conversation between himself and a modern Greek, 

Whether varr. lectt. in Greek MSS. and early prints arose thus, or not, 

certainly Peshitto MSS. did not suffer from the disadvantage of being copied 

by scribes to whom Syriac was a foreign tongue. Still not a few variations 

which resemble some of those quoted above may be referred to the different 

pronunciations of different districts. ‘The marvel is that they are not more 

numerous, Even a book like the English Authorized Version, printed with 

precautions which are popularly supposed to preserve it immaculate, exhibits 

to-day many variations from the editio princeps. In comparing our passage 

above Matt. v. 27 f., and on to vi. 23, as it is printed in an ordinary Bible, with 

the reproduction of the Authorized Version of 1611, published by the Clarendon 

Press in 1833, I find the following differences at least ;—v. 30 from thee: for] 

from thee. For; 33 thyself] Thy self; 35 Hierusalem ; 47 do ye] do you; 

vi. I doest thine] doest thine; 10 4t is] it is (and yet italics occur in places in 

the old edition); 19 and 20 thorow. In v. 29 old edition has eie, but in vi. 22 

eye. There are also many variations of spelling such as adulterie, othes, etc. 
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by the adoption of such modifications in form and spelling as 

those which are collected in classes 2 and 3 out of our 

specimen given above. During this period those differences 

of pronunciation were noted and fixed which are recorded in 

the Massoretic works of East and West. Individual pos- 

sessors of particular codices, as in the case of Cod. 81, corrected 

their copies to some slight extent in accordance with what 

was deemed the better type in their own neighbourhood ?. 

Thus arose the few variants which are found, and such as 

have been noted in our specimen. But it should be carefully 

observed that these are not exclusively, or even commonly, 

adaptations to the Greek as we know it. In the specimen 

there are eight differences which deserve the name of various 

readings. All of these may in theory represent readings of 

ancient Greek codices; but if we confine our observations to 

existing facts, only in the one place of v. 32 do we discover an 

evident conformation of some Syriac codices to a particular 

Greek text?, The relations between Cod. 7 in v. 36, and 

Cod. 10 in v. 42, and certain ancient variants, are very 

doubtful. In v. 43 Cod. 25 appears to have altered to the 

Curetonian. But these phenomena are precisely those we 

expect to encounter; what excites surprise is that they occur 

so seldom. And this is the more remarkable when we 

A detailed examination has been made by Dr. Scrivener in The English Bible 

of 1611 and its Reprints (cf. Text of the English Bible considered, J.Turton, 

1833). Still after taking account of every difference it would be a misrepre- 

sentation to say that the English Bible has been modernized; and just as few 

alterations, in fact fewer, crept into the Peshitto during centuries of tran- 

scription. 

1 Page 72, above. 

2 A remarkable instance is the Cod. Add. 14,456 Brit. Mus. Cat. i. pp. 55-57; 

an eighth century T'etraevangelium, which abounds in marginal readings from 

the Heraclean and elsewhere, with Massoretic notes, and even actual altera- 

tions of the text. But this is an exceptional case, and by its singularity proves 

the general unwillingness of the Syrians to permit alterations in their Bibles. 

The Curetonian has also been altered; but then there is no evidence that that 

MS. was at any time considered to be a representative of a legitimate text. 

? Another case is that of the ‘Cologne MS.,’ now Cod. 1198 in Cat. Codd. 

Orientt. Bib. Acam. Lugduno-Batavae (de Goeje), v. pp. 64-67; see also 

Stud. Bib, ii. p. 267. 

m d ie 
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remember the prevalence of the Philoxeno-Heraclean, and its 

influence as shown by the frequent entry of its readings on 

the margins of Peshitto Codices'. The ancient Syrians 

were not unacquainted with other forms of text; that they 

‘systematically revised’ their ancient version in accordance 

with one or more of such forms has yet to be proved ; and the 

proof cannot be educed by cross-examination of the oldest 

witnesses to the Peshitto. 

It may be said that Cureton’s Syriac is related to 

the Peshitto in the same way that the latter is to the 

Philoxeno-Heraclean revision. This is certainly not true 

of the Curetonian in its present form. If, for example, 

we collate the Peshitto and Curetonian, in the specimen 

passage already given, we find that in many verses the 

language is so divergent that comparison is impracticable. 

If we turn to other passages we discover that often the 

peculiarities of the Curetonian bear a greater resemblance 

to the later than to the earlier Peshitto readings. The 

present, however, is not the occasion for setting out this 

argument at length?. It is freely admitted that in in- 

vestigations of this nature conclusions are provisional. Our 

opinion of the antiquity of the Peshitto would of course be 

modified by the discovery of other documents, and clear 

1 It has been justly remarked (Stud. Bib. ii., note by W. S., p. 272) that 

[the criticism of the ancients] ‘is not of such a kind that we can accept their 

verdicts without revision.’ It is precisely because textual criticism was not 

exercised in the scriptorium that the Syriac exemplar is so valuable to the 

modern critic. We take our stand on the position already assumed (p. 66) 

that ancient codices represent texts older than their vellum leaves, and if we 

cannot obtain a pure text of the ancient Syriac Version through its oldest 

MSS., we may despair of textual criticism altogether. Yet, in spite of the lack 

of full and ancient diplomatic evidence (cf. Cobet, op. cit., Praef. xxiv), the ex- 

tant words of an ZEschylus or a Tacitus are accepted as in the main authentic. 

* I have indicated the lines on which this investigation should be pursued 

in Studia Biblica, i. pp. 170-2. The collation of the Curetonian text with the 

(perhaps) oldest extant Peshitto text and with the late type in Widmanstadt 

yields results which some, including Dr. Cureton himself (Preface, 1xx-lxxiii), 

would hardly have anticipated. The reader will easily correct a few obvious 

errata in the Syriac in the essay referred to: they do not affect the 

argument. 
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evidence of the type of text which was current before 

St. Ephraim’s days. Meanwhile, if we are to borrow terms 

from the West, the Heraclean, and not the Peshitto, is the 

‘Syriac Vulgate, the Peshitto is the ‘Old Syriac, and not 

the Curetonian in its present form. An Ur-Peshitto may 

onee have existed, and perhaps it provided the Evangelia 

out of which Tatian constructed his Harmony ; but its 

ancient text still waits for the patient investigator or the 

lucky discoverer. For the present we must content our- 

selves with those MSS. in which the Peshitto is so 

singularly rich, not only in the number of the copies, 

but also in their intrinsie value, their great antiquity, 

and the independence of their testimony. Meanwhile, it is 

certainly premature to treat Cureton's MS. as the basis 

of the Peshitto, and to quote it habitually as ‘the Old 

Syric!. That term might fitly be applied to so much of 

the text of the Curetonian as could be shown to be older 

than the Peshitto text; but to apply it without reserve to 

the text of Add. 14,451 is to beg the question ?. 

ὙΠ 

In applying the materials of our apparatus criticus, 16 will 

be found that a not inconsiderable number of corrections of 

Widmanstadt’s text may be made without hesitation upon 

1 «Tn [the Curetonian codex] the national version is preserved approximately 

in its Old, or unrevised state. Westcott and Hort, p. 136. But Bickell says: 

—‘ Neque tamen et in ipso textu Curetoniano desunt lectiones sequiores, textu 

recepto [i.e. the Peshitto] interdum originales tuente;' Conspect. Rei Syrr. 

Lit. p. 8. 

? Lachmann (Nov. Test. Gr. et Lat. 1832, i. p. xxiv) said :—* Nobis autem 

quid prodesset Syrorum linguam didicisse, antiquissimis et fide dignis veteris 

interpretationis codicibus nondum, ad eum modum quo nos Latinos distinximus, 

segregatis et in lucem protractis ?’ The pages of the editions will show how 

far editors have been of the same mind with Lachmann, how far also they 

have attempted to distinguish between earlier and later readings. And, unless 

the latter consideration be kept in view, students who depend on Baethgen’s 

interesting and useful Hvangelienfragmente may be led to erroneous conclu- 

sions. 

" C mide 
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the unanimous verdict of the ancient authorities’. In many 

other eases the choice will lie between the readings of the two 

ereat classes of Syriae Biblical codices?, Here, for the 

reasons stated on p. 72 above, we give the preference to the 

(so-called) Jacobite reading. But each case must be judged 

on its own merits ὃ, 

The vocalisation of the consonants presents a more difficult 

problem *. We know from the Massorah what vowel-points 

and aspirations were in use amongst the Jacobites, and amongst 

the Nestorians, nine hundred years ago, but it is not certain 

that either of these dialects exactly represents the pronunciation 

of at least six centuries earlier ®, and of the district in which 

the Peshitto had its birth®. But, as a practical question, the 

editor must choose either the Eastern or the Western systems. 

To go behind these is impossible until further information 
has been obtained. An eclectic system of vocalization would 

be arbitrary and unreasonable’. 

! For example in our specimen passage (pp. 74-8) we restore lai = qui vult 

in v. 42 on the authority of the ancient codices, and adopt the older forms 

δας 9 V. 32, 9*2 v. 36, veh? el V. 47. 
? Instances of differences between the two classes have been given on 

pp. 68-71. 

* A remarkable instance is found in Mark xvi. 14, where Widmanstadt has 

sa SIKOS. = τοῖς δώδεκα, but the MSS. ρον, = 70's ἕνδεκα, and there 

is no variation in the Greek. On the principle of obedience to ancient MS. 

evidence we should read +aa. TN but on that of the durior lectio «£82 9 NS, 

for no scribe who knew the gospel history would purposely alter eleven to 

twelve after the suicide of Judas; but the change of twelve to eleven is con- 

ceivable of men who were such careful harmonists as the Syrians.—See Stud. 
Bib. ii. p. 263. 

* See Wichelhaus, op. cit., pp. 233-5. 

° Assemani (Bib. Orient. ii. 2. pp. 377 seq.), referring to words of Bar 

Hebraeus in his Chronicon Syriacum, contends that the Eastern pronunciation 

represents an older and purer form. He remarks that place names are of 

Eastern vocalization, and so pronounced in the West also. 

The Nestorian Massorah is certainly much more elaborated than the 

Jacobite, and their vowel system fuller and more complete, approaching nearer 

to the perfection of the Jewish orthography. 

* Perhaps, however, the difference between the Sermo Edessenus and the 

Sermo Nestorianus (Bar Heb. Gram., ed. Bertheau) was rather of pronunciation 

than of dialect. See the editor's Annotationes, pp. 91-7. 

7 The signs of the sounds were sometimes interchanged and used in com- 
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And the question, although full of interest to the gram- 

marian, is of minor importance to the theologian; for the 

value of the Peshitto to exegesis, and as part of our apparatus 

eriticus of the New Testament, depends on the consonants, 

and on the grammar as determined by the diacritical points, 

and is rarely, if ever, affected by the particular vowels em- 

ployed by the Eastern and Western Schools and their 

respective pronunciations !. 

bination, as in the Editio Widmanstadiana—from the MS., of course. The 

Preface to Bar Ali's Lexicon, edited from the Gotha MS. (A.D. 1577) by 

G. Hoffmann (Syrésch-Arabische Glossen, Bd. I, 1874), shows a similar 

mixture, sometimes a duplication, of signs, with occasional confusion (cf. Duval, 

Gr. p. 77) of the vowels themselves. The mixed system was noticed by 

Wright, Cat. B. M. Pref. p. xxxi. 

! Of even less importance in Peshitto criticism are varieties of dialect which 

do not come within the range of the two chief branches of Syriac. Remains 

of these have been collected from the native Glossaries by Larsow, De 

Dialectorum Ling. Syr. Reliquiis. For supposed survivals of the (so-called) 

Palestinian dialect see J. Ferrette in Journal of Royal Asiatic Society, 1863, 

and Néldeke in Zeit. d. Morgen. Gesellsch., xxi, 1867. 
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SPECIMENS OF THE SYRIAC MASSORAH. 

ACTS XIX. 4o—XXIIL r. 

K 

NEsTORIAN Recension, From Cop. Mus. Dnrr. App. 12,138. 
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Jes P exse. — "Là? "Jaco 

gol Seele TX yoqmso “Lines Kas 'Lates! 

we eso CMM) Jhamalo “Qo Ba Nal 

SA» Wes? Mes Q5) Gado cw S 

(eas Bhat Sry miro loo W.Mk-oo ΓΈ 

vo JA olN-alse .frsaty "lsat 

δ, J. scocm.o/ Jiavao9 μοῦ ὁμ5 (earls 

eo? ec QepertH DO ξέν τόν δα, Lye Ndr 

sy voáNse “SypsanXo ..(cad [5 Lines 
ue 5 dede. bots.” woo we S o: ee 

j ̂e dona Box Jie fuoi δἰ Ὁ» 

i Me erpsoo "eae EASTERN eL eo T SHE 

LIA NM. oebioaad JiR "461296. has bss ; 

Lond aS Joo ho / tM. e» ον, elle : 

? "e8Zjo .. 490935 , 4 000 GAdwo ^, ord 55 and 

4 οὐ EDO ἰδῶ 200 Besos NE Telle 5, Jr 

O uy O 

LY, 
9 * 

e 

wodad? Joo o οὐ πόθο @daNd07 Shas 

= aN ρος αοὐόμ5 Laws of J/ 

4 — "PW J] .»o finns Roum e009 

+ edad amis Joo “Smad "S.S "dG. 1 

E, 21... “ht eek eee ods 3 

: ons OF? el 29005 Mj S53 Joao IC : 

e B&Q . 
Nunn Wee .. fear er "\a04.049 ho? aX» 

ὦ. οἷο a elle (ore eo | -S-e M Laco 

ebhM» ene joacRI. Que οὐδοῦ (of de? SO 
q. ? Sot zt a-3i?. Justa ον Los 

e BQ . 

f 090 AED whoa? μοῦ eje £-2e 



of the Peshitto New Testament. 95 
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II. 

JACOBITE RECENSION, FROM Cop. Mus. Brit. App. 7183. 
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The preceding specimens! are exhibited with as near an 
approach to facsimile as can be obtained in this way. By the 
use of print instead of photography, the Nestorian specimen 
has been set out in a style more convenient for the student ?, 

although no marks have been omitted or changed. Every 
word in it which also occurs in the shorter Jacobite recension 
is numbered for reference. As far as possible the position and 
slope of dots and lines has been retained, but in a few places of 
the Jacobite specimen, the printer found it necessary to reverse 
the situation of the vowel mark. The Maronite type does 
not, of course, bear much resemblance either to the Nestorian 

Estrangela of Add. 12,138, or to the later and Jacobite hand 
of Add. 7183; but ordinary Estrangela would hardly have 
afforded a better representation, and would have required an 

inconvenient amount of space. The latter consideration was 
also a serious objection to the use of facsimile plates. 

In the Nestorian MS. the points of Aukaka and Qushaya 

are expressed by fine dots, in the Jacobite by red dots of 
larger size. In the specimens these points are represented by 
very fine dots, set somewhat to the right of the degadkephath 

letter. The medial pronunciation of © in the Jacobite 
Massorah is represented, as in the MS., by a point within the 
letter—e.g. word 38, lóea&«9/. The vowel mark * has 
been discarded, as having no place in the MS., and ’, " sepa- 

rately, or the diphthong ", are used, exactly as in the 
original: in word 17 will be found another diphthong ”. 
The Nestorian seribe used red for his reference marks, repre- 
sented in print by ', and the same colour for the marks 

+ 4. p.93, bot., for the o o, and 11; p. 94, top, and for some of 

the enclosures of the glosses. Occasionally in the text a red 
dot, printed ^, is found in place of a black. From a Note 

1 Professor Néldeke, the eminent Orientalist of Strasburg, has corresponded 
with my colleague, Dr. Bezold, about these specimens, and has favoured us 

with some valuable notes and suggestions, which I now acknowledge, with 

hearty thanks. Some of these are combined with my own remarks on the 
Massoretic text ; some are quoted in full below. 

? Besides the difficulties which the characters present to the reader who is 

not familiar with MSS. of various epochs, the lines are sometimes so close 

together that the dots under one word are almost confused with those above 
the word below. 

VOL. III. H 
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appended to the codex itself, it appears that by colour, as well 

as by underlining or overlining the dots, a distinction was 
made between the vowels and accents of different critics. Yet 

as word 13 is marked with a black dot, and the same 
word four lines above with a red; the second word of l. 9 

with '", but word 51 with ^; it would seem that in some 

eases the choice of colour and form for marks was somewhat 
arbitrary. The red dot on e third word, last line but two, 

p- 94, may indicate a varia lectio in the passage, for the e$ 
is omitted in some Peshitto MSS. 
Many words or syllables are without any vowel marks, and 

many legadkephath letters without their Rukaka or Qushaya. 
These are cases where they would be easily understood by the 
reader. ΤῸ many words, in addition to the vowels, diacritical 
and accentual dots are affixed. The purpose of some of these 
marks is not always obvious, and the work of the scribe is not 

entirely free from errors. On p. 93, last line but two, 1:21» is 

written without the diacritical point on $; on p. 94,1. 4, «eaa 

stands for Ns, the context being X5 ..oku/; and there are 
other cases of inconsistency or carelessness; but the correction 
of these, and the full explanation of the different kinds of 

dots!, must be reserved for a critical edition of the Massorah. 

Linea occultans does not oceur; the — is Mehagyana; ^ is 

Marhetana, and is sometimes virtually a dinea occultans, as in 

words 59, 60, to be pronouneed together as 0’hellan. At the 
end of a word this mark is a kind of Nagoda, slurring the last 
syllable of the preceding word to the first of the following. 
We do not add here, as before, translations of the Syriac, 

because the Massoretic text is hardly of interest, except to the 
Syriac reader. For example, the first three lines only represent 

as much as follows of the text of Sehaaf:—et tumultuati sine 
causa—et consolatus est eos, ac osculatus est eos—et quum cir- 

cuisset regiones illas—venit in Graeciam regionem—et egressi 
sunt cum eo usque in Asiam, etc. the whole of v. 3 being 

omitted. At cap. xx. 28 (p. 94, 1. 6) the words are given—et 
toti gregi, in quem constituit vos Spiritus Sanctus episcopos— 

1 Many of the accentual marks in MSS. of the Peshitto are liturgical in 

origin. ‘The “Singsang " in the Syriac churches is of no more value to the 

linguist than is that of the Synagogues.'—Noldeke. 
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then there is a gap tov. 31. This is a decisive instance of the 
real value of the Massoretic text. While replete with inform- 
ation about vowels and accents, it may often be a blank in 
places where evidence is sought about an important reading. 

The Glosses and other Marginal Notes. 

P. 93, right hand. ay =eatbg, 1. e. elide, the letters J and 

e — referring to word 5, and the next word. So below, 

and on next page, *elide 1 ;' word 84, “ elide o^ 

P. 93, left hand. The first gloss refers to ἱμω, and indicates 

that the initial ? is mute, so that the word is to be read 

làs'yà, not l'ás'yá. Therefore it does not follow the ordinary 

rule of Nestorian pronunciation of forms with initial / and 

prefixed preposition, such as haNW (word 43)-l'elphá, 

but in the Jacobite Recension LaS}) = lelpha—ef. p. 83, 
n. 1. Both here and below (word 13) the mehagyana 
indicates the prolonged pronunciation Asya, or Ásijá, not 

Asya ; while the (.) under the final J (cf. |o σοὶ, 1. 10) 
is perhaps a kind of mappiq, to ensure a full pronunciation 

of the last letter. 

aco) appears not to be an abbreviation, in spite of the . 

after it (cf. «οἱ, and, p. 94, .]e»), but the émper. Aph. of 

aSo—‘take up, ‘prolong, the ἡ, and pronounce Gáios; 
compare the vocalization in the Jacobite recension. The 

opposite is noted below with reference to word 26—do not 

prolong the q, as the Jacobites who say (a Sao+ds, 
but pronounce Batroghlion. ‘The Jacobite has q against 

the rule, for y is regularly « soft.'—Noldeke. 

In the second word of line 9 ὦ is to be read like J, 
AMáqgedhoná'é. ‘In such cases the Nestorians often write 

l2 6-5, with J, often in red, over the u.’—N. 

P. 94, right hand. The first gloss is almost illegible. It looks 

like 5) y, and undoubtedly refers to the word e.aX5. 

Perhaps ὁ}. is an abbreviation for some accent. The initial 

5 ought by rule to be 5, and perhaps the scribe desired to 

call attention to this reading in his copy, but did not wish 

to correct it—another illustration of that textual conser- 

H 2 
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vatism which we have already noticed! (see pp. 88, n. 2, 

89, n. r). 

The word numbered 51 is to be pronounced with o—.2— 

Keipros ?. 

The words numbered 59, 60, have already been noticed in con- 

nection with the marhetana. The additional direction is 

given that one «un only is to be read. 

P. 94, left hand. «ax, o * pronounce, ‘put vowel to, i.e. read 

lino? as akérzeth, not akr'zeth. "The gloss emphasizes the 

mehagyana, which is sometimes written without adding 

wxo. Instances occur below of both practices. 

P. 95, right hand. Put the accent Nisha to the word 490. 

The word ,5o with the accent Rethma; the next word to be 

read metheshed not meth’ shed. 

The Nestorian pronunciation of Jesus?, Zshó', not Yesh?', as the 

Westerns, will be found on p. 95, last line. Inthe margins 

are noted sections XIX, XX, XXI, of the thirty-two (cf. 

p. 81 above) into which the Acts and Catholic Epistles were 
divided. 

The Jacobite Recension contains nothing in our specimen which 

calls for special remark. There is only one gloss, referring 

to word 85, which is quoted from Acts xxii. 25, and it 

directs to read the verse interrogatively. 

* My courteous correspondent, Professor Guidi, writes :—‘ Credo che il noto 

luogo debba leggersi 9), “5 sia abbreviazione di e. J.a-26$, vale a dire 

che in (Ga X2 sono due rukkákhá; l'anomalia della pronuncia con due 

rukkakha ὃ stata ragione che cid siasi specialmente notato.' 

? «This remark is interesting. The Greek v has troubled Syriae writers. 

The Jakobites have, as a rule, vocalised it as y ; and so also or, which was then 

pronounced exactly like v. But, as they could not well pronounce the sound 4 

in the form in question, they mostly put". The Nestorians write either 

© oro__. Ihad hitherto thought that the latter is meant for eu, or some- 

thing like it, but I see from the above gloss that it is simply ὁ. Of course 

they did not write o, for that would have been pronounced u. Some of the 

later Nestorians misunderstood this spelling ; so κίνδυνος became first κύνδινος, 

then watsJo.o, then matin a0, and now-a-days the Nestorians say 

qéwandinos ! '—Noldeke. 

3 See Drei Nestorianische Kirchenlieder (Haneberg) in Zeit. d. Morgenl. 

Gesellsch. iii. p. 231. 
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THE NUMBERING OF THE MSS. OF THE 

APPARATUS CRITICUS. 

My collaborator, P. E. Pusey, was accustomed to distinguish 

the MSS. which he collated by letters, and some notes which 
he left suggest that he intended to arrange a series in order 

of merit, employing the Greek and English alphabets in 
combination. But the plan is not clearly defined, and such a 
series would necessarily be temporary, and would depend on 
individual opinion of the value of codices and their relations to 

one another. It has seemed to me therefore that it would be 
better to adopt a simple arithmetical order, which involves no 

assumptions, and will allow of indefinite expansion without 
requiring the alteration of any symbol already in use. I have 
retained the numbers which I had already given to the MSS. 
I have collated. They do not indicate any precedence in value 

or antiquity, but were assigned as each codex in succession 

chanced to come under examination. The next set are the 
MSS. collated by my departed friend, numbered in the order 

in which he had lettered them. The remaining numbers 
indicate other MSS. which I have used through the help of 
different collators, and which in some cases are quoted on the 

authority of printed books. I have made a further selection 

of readings from some of P. E. Pusey’s MSS., and have to 
acknowledge assistance in my own work!; but without going 
into particulars, the responsibility may be apportioned as 
follows :— 

1-12 are the MSS. collated by G. H. Gwilliam. 

13-35 are P. E. Puseys MSS., the readings of which are 
quoted on his authority. About half of these MSS. he 
had collated thoroughly, the remainder in important 
passages. 

! See. p. 73, n. 2. 
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36-40 five MSS. for the readings of which we are indebted 
to other collators. 

On a similar plan the Massoretic codices (for the evidence of 
which Dr. Bezold is responsible) are numbered Mas. 1, 2, ete. 

Dr. Gwynn, in his edition of the Antilegomena (p. 54 n., 

above) has so numbered his MSS, that his cod. 12 is the same 
as our 12—the only MS. common to his series and ours!. 

1 Dr. Scrivener (Introduction, ch. ii. sec. 1) has pointed out how defective 

and misleading is the notation of Greek New Testament MSS., but the attempt 

to amend the system would now be attended with still greater inconveniences, 

and therefore it is much to be regretted that in Proleg. in Nov. Test. Tischend. 

(iii. pp. 792-800) Dr. Gregory has assigned to the Cursives other numerals 

than those by which they have been known for many years to all textual 

critics. 
I venture to express the hope that in Syriac Biblical criticism the simple 

system which I have adopted may be followed. Thus in the New Testament 

we might have Pesh. 1, 2, 3, etc. ; Dr. Gwynn's MSS. might be known as 

Antileg. 1, 2, 3, etc. ; in the edition of the Revised Syriac, for which we have 

been waiting many years, we should have Harkl.1, 2, 3, etc. ; and if here- 

after other MSS. should be found to contain a text like that of ddd. 14,451 

(Cureton 1), they might be called Cur. 2, 3, ete. A similar system would be 

desirable for the Syriac Old Testament. 
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WHICH ARE QUOTED BY NUMERALS IN THE PRECEDING PAGES. 

2 = Londinensis Additionalis . . 17,116, saec. 

το ” ” 14,464, 55 

7= αἱ dé 14,460, A. D. 

8- T " 17,114, Saec. 

19 = " " ΤΕ, τὰ ἢ 

11 = Crawfordianus I : : : : DT 

I2 ἐξ " EE. i . : i v yg 

I3 — Londinensis Additionalis . . 14,454; 5» 

I4 — * " 14,453» » 

- bs » | soit 86, P 
16 = T | 7,157, A.D. 

iy e 2 14,470, 58:66. 

18 = " * LIBI a 

20 = x: 2 12/137, 4; 

21 -- ᾽9 ᾽) 14,449 » 

aM -— » » 17,113, , 

- ES » Tent ig 
7 - » ” 14,463, ” 

26 — Florentinus . : : ; : L A.D. 

32 = Londinensis Additionalis . DU E45 5 

23 » » 14,448, ,» 

36 = Oxoniensis Dawkinsianus III . - . Saec. 

40 — Vaticanus . ‘ : : : + AD 

vi 

vi 

600 

vi aut vii 

vi 

vi 

xi aut xii 

vi aut vii 

v aut vi 

v 

768 

v aut vi 

v aut vi 

vi aut vii 

vi aut vii 

vi aut vii 

vi 

vii 

586 

615 

699 aut 700 

ix 

548 

Each of these twenty-three MSS, is here distinguished by the number which 
will be appropriated to it hereafter in the critical revision of the Peshitto New 

Testament. 
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pp. 68-72. 
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VI. Revisions of the Peshitto New Testament in the Syrian 
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Peshitto, pp. 90-2. 
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IV. 

AN EXAMINATION OF 

THE NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS 

OF EPHREM SYRUS. 

[F. H. Woops. | 

THE recent discovery, if we may call it so, of Ephrem’s 

Commentary on the Diatessaron has raised, or reopened, 

several questions of great importance to the critical student 

of the Canon and Text of the New Testament. Such are the 

relations borne by the Syriae writers of the fourth century, 

Aphraates and Ephrem, (1) to the two Syriac Versions, the 

Curetonian and the Peshitto, (2) to Tatian's Diatessaron. 

Of the first, the Curetonian is now generally believed to be 

a fragment of the original Syriae Version, and the Peshitto 

merely a later recension of the same, influenced, as has been 

pointed out, by what are technically called Syrian readings 

(see Westcott and Hort, /z£r. 214)!. "Thus while the Cure- 

tonian is closely allied to D, the Peshitto presents a mixed 

text allied on the one side to D, and on the other to A. "The 

text of the Diatessaron can only be imperfectly, and with 

great uncertainty, reconstructed from the works of those 

writers who are believed to quote from it. The principal work 

of this kind is Ephrem's Commentary on the Diatessaron. 

But unfortunately it is not always easy to distinguish the com- 

mentary from the text commented on; moreover, the work is 

! For the contrary opinion that the Peshitto represents the original Syriac 
version, and the Curetonian a much later recension, see M. l'Abbé Martin's 

work, Introduction à la Critique textuelle, pp. 104-127 and 166-168. 
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only preserved in an Armenian Version, and scholars have, for 

the most part, to depend upon a Latin translation even of that. 

Further difficulties in determining these questions arise from 

the fragmentary character of the Curetonian, and the paucity 

of passages quoted both by Ephrem and Aphraates. 

This paper is only a small contribution towards solving the 

problems in question’. The accompanying Table gives a 

collation of the New Testament quotations found in the three 

Syriae volumes (iv-vi) of the folio edition of Ephrem’s works 

(Rome, 1732-34), and in Bickell’s edition of the Carmina, with 

the Peshitto text of Widmanstadt. Only such passages are 

intentionally omitted which, being of the nature of allusions 

rather than quotations, are no proof of the text used by 

Ephrem. The quotations, it is only fair to state, have not 

been gathered by reading through the Syriac text, but by 

using the marginal references, or noting the passages printed 

in italics in the Latin translation, and only enough of 

the context has been read to make the way in which the 

passages were quoted perfectly intelligible. As the Latin 

translation is notoriously inaccurate, and the marginal refer- 

ences are sometimes wrongly given, it is very probable that 

some quotations have been missed. On the other hand, a 

few not marked as quotations in that edition have been met 

with accidentally and added to the list; so that it may be 

considered complete enough for all practical purposes. I have, 

besides, collated the quotations, wherever possible, with the 

Curetonian, Aphraates, and, where they seriously differed from 

the Peshitto, with the Diatessaron. The readings of the 

latter are from the Latin translation of Ephrem’s Com- 

mentary as found in Zahn's Forschungen, II. ii, I have not 

included the quotations of the works of Ephrem preserved 

only in Greek, and contained in vols. i-ii of the folio 

1 The general conclusions have been already given in an additional note 
appended to Mr. Gwilliam’s paper on ‘a Syriac Biblical MS.’ in Studia Biblica, 
vol. i. pp. 173, 4. But that note, drawn up from rough notes at a time when 
the MS. containing the collation of Ephrem's quotations was unfortunately 
mislaid, hardly does full justice to the deviations from the Peshitto. 
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edition; because the Greek translator is certain, either con- 

sciously or unconsciously, to have been influenced by the 

Greek text of the New Testament. 

It is well to point out that we have to contend in an 

exaggerated form with the difficulties attaching more or less 

to all patristic quotations. Ephrem seems very generally to 

have quoted from memory: he interweaves quotations with 

his own comments: he combines passages together, especially 

parallel passages from the Gospels: he even arbitrarily alters 

words or sentences by way of paraphrase. We have a 

characteristic example of such a paraphrastic quotation in 

vol. vi. p. 407 C, D, where the reference is to Luke vii. 44-47. 

It runs as follows :—: O Simon, I entered into thine house, 

said our Lord to the Pharisee, and thou didst not wash 

(ας my feet with water, but she by (+>) the tears of 

her eyes washed (553) my feet as she wept; and the hair of 

her head in truth instead of a towel she gave me. Thou didst 

not anoint me, Ὁ Simon, this was [too] troublesome (Jes? ) 

for thee, ete. ete. Again, in quoting Matt. xxiv. 42 (see 

Table) he alters «a5: to ]lese, thus making the passage 

‘ye know not at what time death cometh;’ and yet this is 

prefaced by the words 2oc.-29 M e ee) ‘our Lord 

said to His Disciples.” Similarly, in John vi. 40, xn e»? lo e^ 

‘the day of Resurrection’ is substituted for Liu? lees ‘the 

last day.’ In such cases there is no question of a various 

reading. That Ephrem thus freely treated the texts he 

quoted, though obvious enough in itself, is placed beyond all 

doubt by the fact that he frequently quotes the same passages 

variously in different places, as e.g. Luke i. 33, which in 

Ephr. v. 216 4 is in perfect agreement with the Peshitto, but 

in iv. 404 varies considerably from it. (See also in Table, 

Matt. iii. 17, xxv. 41, Luke ii. 34, xi. 2, xvii. 21, John xi. 52, 

I Cor. vii. 31, Eph. ii. 14.) 
Even a eursory glance at the Table makes it quite evident 

that Ephrem in the main used the Peshitto text. Roughly 

speaking, out of 168 quotations from the New Testament, 
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43 agree exactly with that Version. Though some of them 

are very short, others are of a considerable length, extending 

to a verse or more (see Table, Luke i. 73-75, John vii. 38, 

Acts vii. 52, Rom. viii. 26, 27, 1 Cor. x. 6, Eph. ii. 5, 6), and 

the number would be nearly doubled if we ignored such slight 

variations as all quotations are liable to. "That some of these 

exact quotations should be quoted again with variations from 

the Peshitto really strengthens the argument, because they 

prove the great freedom which Ephrem allowed himself. 

We have now to consider whether the variations in the 

rest can always be accounted for on the hypothesis of free 

quotation or paraphrase!, This is clearly the case even in some 

passages which differ very considerably from the Peshitto, as 

in the paraphrase of Matt. xi. 28, 29 in Ephr. vi. 372 B, which 

runs as follows :—‘ Come unto ME, crieth thy love, O ye that 

labour in vain and are with [lit. in] heavy burdens and 

wearied with lusts, learn of ME rest, and obtain of ME 

gentleness. My yoke is easy if ye will, and My burden 

exceeding light.’ Here it is obvious enough that we have 

a rhetorical and homiletical expansion of the Peshitto text. 

But in other cases the explanation is not so simple. Some- 

times the same passages are quoted more than once with the 

same variations from the Peshitto. The quotations of Rom. 

v. 20 are a remarkable instance of this. Here we have in a 

short passage at least five distinct variations from the 

Peshitto, and the two quotations, be it observed, stand far 

apart in distinct collections of Sermons. It is not likely 

therefore that Ephrem inadvertently copied his own quotation 

in mistake for the original. Now it will be seen that the 

passage as it stands in Ephrem is certainly as good a trans- 

lation of the Greek («xe ep is a more forcible render- 

1 Abbé Martin, pp. 38, 39, 126, accounts for the variations from the Peshitto 

by maintaining that Ephrem wrote for the most part' in metre, usually in 

lines of seven syllables; but if so, it is difficult to explain the long exact quo- 
tations from the Peshitto which we sometimes find. Certainly the rules of 
metre must have been very elastic. Itis unfortunate that we are not definitely 

told which of the commentaries (if not all) have this metrical form. 

mM 
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ing of ὑπερεπερίσσευσεν than l3N4l)), and has not the least 

appearance of being a paraphrase !. 

We also find several other quotations in Ephrem which 

have all the appearance of being different translations of the 

Greek text. These are of two kinds, (a) those where, as 

probably in Rom. v. 20, the quotation represents merely a 

different rendering of the same Greek words; (4) where it 

points to a different reading of the Greek text. 

(a) The first cannot always be determined with certainty, 

especially when the quotations are synonymous with the 

Peshitto, as the same variants are capable of being explained 

either as different translations of the Greek, or as arising from 

careless quotation. But where the word or phrase varying 

from the Peshitto more exaetly represents the Greek, or gives 

a different explanation of an ambiguous Greek expression, 

there is a strong presumption that the quotation containing 

it is from some source independent of the Peshitto. For 

example, in Ephrem's quotation of Eph. iv. 3 the three striking 

words of the Peshitto are all replaced by synonyms, of which 

JLoseu at any rate more literally represents the Greek ἑνότητα 

than Jhaso/. In any case it is hardly likely that Ephrem 

should have forgotten all three expressions, and certainly 

difficult to see why he should have arbitrarily altered them. 

In 2 Cor. vii. 2 we apparently get in wane (Ephr.), ‘ receive 

us, and goa.e (Pesh.) ‘bear with us,’ two different ren- 

derings of the Greek χωρήσατε ἡμᾶς. Though the two Syriac 

words resemble each other in look, a false reading in either 

case is extremely improbable, as no variant is actually found 

in any MS. of the Peshitto, and the expression of Ephrem is an 

ancient interpretation of the Greek word found in the Vulgate 

and other early authorities. Indeed the two renderings cor- 

respond very nearly to those of the Authorized Version and 

the Revised Version of our English Bible. The quotation 

* We have other but less striking examples of passages quoted more than 
once in more or less agreement against the Peshitto in Matt. vii. 7 (Luke xi. 9 b) 
and Eph. ii. 14 (see Table). 
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of Eph. iii. 19 is particularly interesting. Here Widmanstadt 

and other editions of the Peshitto have, in accordance with 

the best MSS. of that version, instead of the forcible words 

τὴν ὑπερβάλλουσαν τῆς γνώσεως, the very tame expression Jhass 

Joan ‘the greatness of love. The reading of the Cologne 

MS. is haan Jx 1565, which is probably one of those late 
adaptations to the Greek, which are characteristic of this 

MS. On the other hand, Ephrem has, what is clearly 

another and more exact rendering of the Greek phrase, 

Je ee pro The first word is evidently intended to bring 

out the force of ὑπέρ, and the expression is free from the 

constructional ambiguity of the reading of the Peshitto MSS. 

(Ὁ) We have several cases in which the quotations in Ephrem 

seem to point to a different reading of the Greek text from that 

attested by the Peshitto. Thus in the quotation of Luke ii. 52, 

Ephrem supports σοφίᾳ καὶ ἡλικίᾳ, the ordinary and by far the 

best attested reading ; whereas ἡλικίᾳ καὶ σοφίᾳ is that of both 

the Peshitto and the Curetonian, as well as of a few Western 

authorities. Ephrem’s quotation of 2 Cor. v. 21 has εϑδν Ξξ 

ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν. This is found in all(?) extant Greek MSS.; but 

the Peshitto supports the variant ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν. Similarly in 

his quotation of Gal. v. 22 Ephrem supports the singular 

καρπός, whereas the Peshitto has |Z9-xapmoí (see note in 
Table) In Ephrem iv. 5118, we have in the sentence, ‘ Now 

Christ was crucified without the gate of Jerusalem, what 

appears to be an allusion to ἔξω τῆς πύλης ἔπαθε, in Heb. 

xiii. 12. It is true that in Ephrem the Old Testament parallel 

to Christ is not, as in Hebrews, the victim sacrificed outside 

the camp, but the innocent Naboth, who was taken out of the 

city and stoned. But the stress of the argument in both cases 

lies on the word ‘ outside,’ and there is no other passage in the 

New Testament in which any special importance is attached to 

1 T am indebted to the Rev. G. H. Gwilliam, Fellow of Hertford College, 

for kindly supplying me with this and other useful information, especially 
about the Syriac MSS. of the Peshitto. I have attached the initials G. H. G. 
in the Table to statements made upon his authority. I gladly avail myself of 

this opportunity of acknowledging my obligations. 

—-—---—-—-—-—— 



Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. III 

the fact that Christ's crucifixion took place outside Jerusalem. 

Now the Peshitto of Hebrews has not ‘outside the gate,’ 

but JM, go 22x ‘outside the city.’ As a matter of fact 

the form of the expression in the Peshitto would have better 

suited the parallel which Ephrem is drawing, because it comes 

more nearly to that in 1 Kings xxi. 13, in which Naboth is 

said to have been taken Jh zo ex «23. ‘outside the city,’ which 

is synonymous with JN e ex» sa of Hebrews. It would not 

be wise to lay too much stress upon what might, after all, be 

only a coincidence ; but taken with the other examples it is 

certainly significant. 

We have possibly two other examples of the same kind in 

the quotations from Luke i. 75 and Acts v. 41. But in the 

first the addition of the word corresponding to καὶ δικαιοσύνῃ, 

though not found in Widmanstadt, is supported by the MSS. 

of the Peshitto, and it is most probable that Widmanstadt 

omitted it by error. In the second passage the reading 

ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ is only found in Origen and in a few other 

authorities ; moreover, the alteration is so natural, and similar 

alterations of the passage so common, that probably it was 

quite independent on Ephrem's part. 

Our inquiry so far proves that Ephrem had access either to 

a complete text of the New Testament, or at least a collection 

of passages quite independent of the Peshitto: but whether 

in Greek or Syriae is not as yet shown. If we now compare 

Ephrem's quotations with the Curetonian, we shall find only 

a few instances in which the deviations from the Peshitto 

approach that version. When a quotation differs from the 

Peshitto we usually find the two versions in agreement, and 

when not so, that*they both differ in various ways from the 

quotation. Again, where in a passage quoted the Curetonian 

differs from the Peshitto, the quotation is usually found to agree 

with the latter (as e.g. Matt. v. 44, xi. 14, John v. 22). In the 

few cases in which there is some agreement between the quo- 

tation and the Curetonian against the Peshitto, there is often 

some stil more striking disagreement in the same passage. 
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To take them separately. In Matt. ii. 17 and xvii. 5 the 

Curetonian reads, for Lassa» (Pesh.) ‘ beloved,’ wasawo ‘and my 

beloved.’ So that the passage curiously runs ‘thou art (this 

is) my Son and my beloved. So Ephrem quotes in v. goD; 

but the rest of the clause in his quotation agrees neither with 

the Curetonian nor the Peshitto, but is paraphrased from 

Isa. xlii. 1; and where, in iv. 357 n, Ephrem again quotes 

the passage, it agrees with the Peshitto. The last might 

conceivably be a quotation out of the Curetonian (here de- 

ficient) of the parallels in St. Mark or St. Luke, where the 

reading may have been |2424, but this is hardly likely. 
The next passage we have to refer to is Matt. v. 39 || Luke 

vi 29 a. Ephrem’s quotation is in practical agreement with 

the Curetonian; but it may also be explained as a combina- 

tion of St. Matthew and St. Luke. The question mainly 

depends upon whether the Curetonian in St. Matthew read 

μϑ or &;e (as Pesh. in St. Luke), the original word in the 

MS. being now illegible. However, the fact that Aphraates 

quotes exactly as Ephrem makes it on the whole probable 

that they are both quoting, directly or indirectly, from the 

Curetonian. The case is particularly complicated, because 

the Curetonian of Matt. v. 39 corresponds to a Greek 

variant, and is in fact a Western reading. It is pos- 

sible, therefore, that Ephrem may have obtained it from 

the same source as some of the other variants already 

noticed?. In Ephrem’s quotation of Matt. xvi. 26 || Mark 

viii. 36 || Luke ix. 25 there is an agreement with the Cure- 

tonian (Luke) in the use of sli: but, as this word may 

naturally have occurred to him from the second clause, it is 

not of much weight. In his quotation of Matt. xxi. 39, it is 

more probable, from the order of the words, that & ‘for us’ came 

from the parallel Mark xii. 7, than from gS, which we find in 

the Curetonian of St. Matthew. Ephrem’s quotation of Luke 

x. 24 agrees with the Curetonian, but no great stress can 

! Tt should be observed, however, that Ephrem opposes the Western text 

in Luke ii. 52. 

oil ad d d 
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be laid upon such a slight and natural change of order. 

In Luke xiv. 31 we get in Ephrem’s quotation what appears 

to be a conflation of Peshitto and Curetonian readings. 

Here érépo is translated in the Curetonian quite literally by 

zo), whereas the Peshitto has osa« ‘his neighbour, Ephrem 
combines the two. But the most remarkable agreement 

with the Curetonian is in the quotation of John i. 3. It 

will be seen that it agrees with that version in all the three 

points in which the latter differs from the Peshitto. Some 

objection might be raised about the third. It might be 

said that Ephrem cuts his quotation short at leo, or that 

it is uncritical to lay too much stress upon what is, after 

all, only a difference of punctuation. But considered in 

connexion with the two other points of agreement and the 

divided state of textual authorities upon this passage, the 

omission becomes significant. A partial agreement with the 

Curetonian of John v. 22 will be noticed further on. The 

quotations which have been discussed, are sufficient to prove 

that the Curetonian had some, though a slight and perhaps 

indirect, influence on the quotations of Ephrem. 

A comparison of Ephrem’s quotations with Aphraates is 

not always easy, because the latter also treats the New Testa- 

ment with very great freedom. It is very possible, therefore, 

that small agreements between the two against the Peshitto 

may be only coincidences. <A further difficulty lies in the 

fact that the number of passages which both happen to quote 

in common is very small. But we can at least safely say that 

there is but very slight evidence of any deviation in Ephrem 

from the Peshitto in this direction. We generally find that 

when one of these writers’ quotations differs from the Peshitto, 

the other agrees, In other cases they both disagree in different 

ways. We have, for instance, in Matt. xxv. 34-40, a long 

passage which is quoted, or perhaps we should say para- 

phrased, by both. Here the variations of Ephrem from the 

Peshitto are very numerous; and yet only one, and that a 

very insignificant one, is found in Aphraates. In fact the 

VOL. III. I 
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variations of both are natural enough, if we regard the first 

as a loose memoriter quotation, the latter as a compressed 

paraphrase of the Peshitto. We will take the other quotations 

containing agreements with Aphraates against the Peshitto 

in their order. In quoting Matt. v. 4 both combine Luke 

vl. 21, so far at any rate as to make a separate beatitude 

for the ‘mourners’ (Jkis/) and the * weepers’ (wa>); but en- 

tirely disagree in the language of these beatitudes, which in 

both writers has striking peculiarities. In the first, as given 

by Aphraates, the word qa&ao»ho ‘shall be supplicated’ is 

clearly, as Dr. Zahn has pointed out (Jorsch. II. n. 16), a 

different rendering of the Greek παρακληθήσονται. In Matt. 

v. 39 the agreement with Aphraates may possibly have 

arisen from a similar eombination of Matthew and Luke; 

but the fact that it is apparently so found, as has been already 

pointed out, in the Curetonian, and probably also in the 

Diatessaron, makes this improbable. Matt. xxv. 41 is twice 

quoted by Ephrem and once by Aphraates, and all three 

quotations agree in omitting the word pSsy ‘eternal ’ 

after Jaa ‘fire. This ean hardly be accidental. The same 

may be said also of the agreement of Ephrem with Aphra- 

ates in the insertion of o;2€ in John iii. 34. Unfortunately 

the Curetonian is here partly defective. The quotations of 

John v. 22 are again interesting.  Aphraates twice quotes 

this passage in exaet agreement with the Curetonian, which 

compared with the Peshitto has ‘ will give’ for ‘hath given.’ 

Moreover the verb is different, and in a different order, and 

there is also a difference of order at the beginning of the 

verse. In this latter respect only the quotation of Ephrem 

agrees. In John xiv. 27 Ephrem and Aphraates agree in 

adding «X ‘my’ after |«aX& ‘peace; but the addition is 
very natural, especially by Aphraates, who only gives the 

first clause. In quoting 1 Cor. xv. 53, both writers make a 

similar transposition ; the words ‘ mortal’ and ‘immortality ' 

being placed in the first clause, ‘corruptible’ and ‘incor- 

ruption’ in the second; but the actual language of the two 
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does not quite agree. The reading of loe ‘and this’ 
found in Aphraates, and nearly agreeing with Ephrem, is 

most probably the true reading of the Peshitto. In 2 Cor. 

v. 21 the reading by Aphraates of XS +, synonymous but 

not agreeing with «ass of Ephrem, and=Greek ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, 

would almost seem to point to an error in the Peshitto text 

Ξε ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν), but that no variants are actually found. 

On the other hand, it is important to notice that there are 

some very remarkable readings found in the quotations of 

Aphraates, which do not appear in the quotations of the same 

passages by Ephrem. Two of them, in the quotations of 

Matt. v. 4, John v. 22, have already been noticed: but there 

are others equally significant. For example, Aphraates thrice 

quotes 1 Cor. iii. 16 with the variant hues ‘Christ’ for the 
first Jo? ‘God.’ He must therefore have been familiar with 

the text in this form, but Ephrem’s quotation, though it has 

several other variants, agrees in this respect with the Peshitto. 

Similarly Aphraates twice quotes Eph. 11. 5, 6, and in both 

quotations reads gaco/ ‘lifted us up’ for the almost synony- 

mous eof ‘raised us up, which is found in Ephrem and 

Peshitto. 

The evidence for establishing any possible relation between 

the quotations of Ephrem and the Diatessaron is even more 

slight. When we bear in mind that Ephrem’s commentary 

on the Diatessaron is our only certain source of information 

concerning its contents and text!, we should naturally have 

expected to find traces of this so-called Harmony in his 

other works. But as a fact we find very few variants from 

the Peshitto according with what appears to be the text 

of the Diatessaron. That in Ephrem’s quotation of Matt. 

v. 39 has already been noticed. Ephrem also quotes Matt. 

+ It is true that Dr. Zahn and his followers maintain that all the quotations 
of Aphraates are from the Diatessaron. I have already in a review of Dr. 

Bert’s translation of Aphraates in the Classical Review of December, 1889, 

ventured to give the reasons why this opinion seems to me to rest on insuffi- 
cient evidence, and it is not necessary for my present purpose to repeat them, 
as that question does not affect the main arguments of this paper. 

I2 
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xv. 27 without the singular addition of go ‘and live,’ 

which is found both in the Peshitto and Curetonian, but not 

apparently in the Diatessaron. But this may reasonably be 

classed with those other variants of Ephrem which accord 

with the Greek text against the Peshitto: or it may be right, 

on the other hand, to regard the quotation as stopping at the 

word \coms%9 ‘of their masters.’ We find the same uncertainty 

in Ephrem’s first quotation of Luke ii. 34, which runs, ‘is set 

for the fall and rise!” The use of this expression without any 

further limitation is certainly curious. Now in the translation 

of the Commentary on the Diatessaron (see Zahn, II. ii. $ 4) 

we have Lecce hic stat in ruinam et in resurrectionem et in signum 

contradictionis, and Ephrem’s comment shows that this is not 

an abbreviation, but a real variant. It seems likely therefore 

that we have in this quotation an omission of the words ' of 

many in Israel, influenced by the Diatessaron. The division 

of the sentences between the third and fourth verses of John 1, 

which we find apparently in Ephrem and certainly in the 

Curetonian, seems also to be borne out by the Diatessaron; 

but here either the Curetonian or possibly some Greek text 

may be responsible for the variant. 

The results of our inquiry may be thus summarised. The 

quotations of Ephrem may be considered under three heads:— 

(1) Those which are in exact or practical agreement with the 

Peshitto, or at any rate give us no ground for supposing that 

he used any other text. (2) Those which bear some relation 

to an extra-Peshitto Syriae text. (3) Those which point 

directly, or indirectly, but not through the medium of the 

Peshitto, to some Greek text. 

(1) Of the first class, which comprises the great bulk of 

Ephrem’s quotations, nothing more need be said. (2) The 

second class may be considered, I think, as proving an 

acquaintance on Ephrem's part with pre-Peshitto readings. 

For though there is a considerable difference of opinion on 

the part of Syriae scholars about the exact relations between 

1 The second agrees partially with the Peshitto. 
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the Curetonian, the Diatessaron, and Aphraates, it seems 

pretty clear that they all represent a text, in part, at least, 

more ancient than the Peshitto. These quotations may be 

explained in two ways: either Ephrem was himself acquainted 

with some earlier Syriae text in addition to the Peshitto, or 

that revision of the earlier Syriac text which constituted the 

Peshitto was not absolutely complete in his time. The 

reverse argument, that the Peshitto text, as we now know 

it, was definitely fixed and authoritative in the Church of 

Edessa, because it was the text used by Ephrem, seems there- 

fore to require some modification. 

(3) The third class of readings, though they carry us 

beyond the original purpose of this paper, are the most inter- 

esting, because the evidence they furnish is the most com- 

plete. Whence, we naturally ask, did Ephrem obtain these 

readings? ‘Two alternative answers at once suggest them- 

selves. (a) He may have found them in some revised Syriac 

text, or at any rate in a Syriac text approximating, in 

some cases at least, more closely to the Greek than either to 

the Peshitto or the Curetonian. But there is no independent 

evidence of the existence of such a Syriac version at this 

time. (2) The facts would be equally well accounted for if we 

supposed that in certain passages variants corresponding to the 

Greek, or else the actual readings of the Greek, were known 

to him. As Dr. Zahn (Forsch. II. i. p. 59) has pointed out, 

he makes distinct reference to the Greek Text in his com- 

mentary on the Old Testament, and also in his commentary 

on the Diatessaron. That he does not in the latter by the 

‘Greek’ mean the Peshitto, an explanation suggested by 

Zahn as at least possible, seems proved by his instancing 

ἐκλίθη as the reading of the Greek Text of John ii. I in- 

stead of ἐκλήθη, whereas the latter is read by the Peshitto 1. 

It seems therefore most natural to suppose that he knew at 

any rate enough Greek for the purpose of comparing texts. 

But the alternative explanation which Dr. Zahn proposes is 

! Graecus scribit recubuit et defecit vinum, Zahn, Forsch. II. ii. $ 12. 



118 An Examination of the New Testament 

equally possible, namely, that he availed himself of the 
labours of some Graeco-Syriae scholar; or, possibly, possessed 

a MS. of the Peshitto, in which the variant Greek readings 
in a Syriac dress were placed in the margin, much in the 

same way, in fact, as the variants of the Old and New 

Testament are sometimes given in English in our Revised 

Version. There is evidence of constant intercourse be- 

tween the Greek and Syrian Christians both at Antioch and 

Edessa, at any rate at a period rather later than this’; 

and it is impossible that variants between the Peshitto and 

Greek text should have failed to attract notice. Indeed 

it was probably the existence of such differences which 

had already caused the revision of the ancient Curetonian. 

Some knowledge of the Greek Text seems further proved 

by the one unmistakeable allusion to the Apocalypse (v. 1. 

See also 1 Thess. v. 2 in Table). If Graeco-Syriac scholars 

were not contented with the Canon of the Peshitto, it is not 

surprising that they should not have been always contented 

with the Syriac text. Whether it was directly or indirectly 

that Ephrem obtained from some Greek text these variants 

is a matter of small consequence, but it is important to show 

that such variants were known and sometimes preferred by 

a Syriac writer of the fourth century. 

ADDITIONAL NOTE. 

No attempt has been made in this paper to deal with the 

quotations of Aphraates, except so far as they bear upon those 

of Ephrem. The same questions as before arise with regard 

to Aphraates. Was the source of those free quotations and 

adaptations, with which his Homilies are so frequently inter- 

woven, the Peshitto, the Curetonian, or the Diatessaron? The 

first alternative was that adopted by Dr. Wright, and was con- 
firmed with very exhaustive arguments by Abbé Martin. The 

second has found able advocates in Germany; but the third is 

that which, under the influence of Dr. Zahn and his followers, 

1 See on this point the paper by the Rev. G. H. Gwilliam on the Syriac 

Eusebian Canons in Studia Biblica, vol. ii. p. 265. 
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may be said now to hold the field in that country. It is admitted, 

however, that the text of the Diatessaron, considered apart from its 

complex structure, must have rather closely resembled that of the 

Curetonian, which in their view holds an intermediate place 

between the Diatessaron and the Peshitto. Abbé Martin, as in 

the case of Ephrem, accounts for the extreme freedom of quotation 

on the part of Aphraates, and the amount of variation from the 

Peshitto, by the supposition that he wrote in metre, in this case a 

very complicated metre (see p. 128). But we may safely say at 

least this much, that, when we can compare the three together, 

the quotations of Aphraates do generally, as a fact, approximate 

far more closely to the Curetonian than to the Peshitto. We see 

this clearly in the examples of the three given by Abbé Martin on 

p. 118, and again on pp. 189, 190. The last are from Matt. vi. 

19-21, xi. 28-30, xviii 15-17, xxii. 28-30, Luke xii. 18-20. 

If we calculate the number of variants between the two versions 

in these passages, we shall find that in ten cases Aphraates sup- 

ports the reading of the Peshitto, but in as many as twenty-four 

that of the Curetonian. But the numbers here given do not convey 

the full force of the argument, because the points of agreement 

with the Curetonian are generally of more importance than those 

with the Peshitto. For example, in Matt. vi. 19 we find the most 

singular addition by the Curetonian of the words aso and the 

omission of JLole (βρῶσις) both confirmed by Aphraates, so that the 

sentence runs, ‘the place where the moth falleth and corrupteth.' 

Again in Luke xii. 19 both Aphraates and the Curetonian have 

mais ;|o ‘and he said to his soul,’ instead of the Peshitto read- 

ing «a9 zsolo ‘and I will say to my soul.” Abbé Martin indeed 
makes this last an argument for dating the Curetonian later than 

Aphraates. He argues that this reading was an intentional altera- 

tion of the Peshitto text by Aphraates, due to the way in which it 

is introduced, * When he had heaped up much produce from his 

land, he said ;' but that in the Curetonian it is forced and difficult 

to explain unless derived from Aphraates. He therefore suggests 

that the Curetonian may represent a revision made partly from 

Aphraates. But it may be fairly replied that the Curetonian read- 

ing, which may be simply a lapsus calami, does at least make fair 

sense; and that, after all, the quotation of Aphraates equally 

spoils the parable, according to which the rich man died before he 

could actually congratulate himself on his goods laid up for many 
years. 
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QUOTATIONS FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT IN 

EPHREM SYRUS COMPARED WITH 

THE PESHITTO, ETC. 

References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 

Matt. iii. 8 vl. 383 B 
Luke iii. 8a 

Matt. iii. 17 lV. 357 D 
xvi. δὲ 

cf. Mark 1.11 
Luke iii. 22 
eee 
Mad 

35 2) Vv. 9o D 

Matt. v.8&4, | Vi. 473 D 
cf. also Luke 
vi. 21 

Matt. v. 18 iv. 300 C 

Nor bow 
Joop. Therest 
of the verse is 
paraphrased 

Matt. v. 28 v.174C 

—] hao) 
NM 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

om. W&«5o and X and 
543] transposed to 

after | a2.) 
no varr, 

for laa 2», ὑλῶν 
for Kwa ), wees Kus 

Lei 3 
(from Is. xlii. 1) 

for eoi 2 ed, loa (bis) 

for t2? eJ 

($0235, Las 

for Chand QIN, eo hud 

insert (afterv.4))2edo 
NAM eas 

Koo (partly from 

Luke vi. 21) 

no varr. 

for Js, ἱμωω Ὁ 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks, 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. in xvii. 5 agrees with 
Pesh., but in iii. 17 has 
2nd person as in Mark 
i. r1, Luke iii. 22, neither 
of whichare extantin Cur. 

So Cur. (Matt.) 

Cur. agrees with Pesh., 
but transposes vv. 4 and 
5 with D, etc. So Aph. 
p.41. Aphraates' quota- 
tion is very free, but he 
has in ver. 4 the very 
curious «aS&.a5lo ood? 
for ὌΝ (wor, and 
somewhat similarly to 
Ephrem he distinguishes 
the blessings on the zs 
(Matt.) and gaa> (Luke). 

So Cur. 

Cur. has for oí? i. 
οἷ «Ho; and om. Lex 
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References 

ἃ | folio (Rome) ted, | folio e 
_ 2 and Acad 

Carmina. 

Matt. v. 39 v. 164 B 
Luke vi. 29a 

—)e»? e 
bes 

Matt. v. 44 iv. 463 F 
eM to end of 

verse 
cf. Luke vi.28 

Matt. vi 9 | vi.641C 
a>? yo>/ 

andr2.9a234 
toend ofverse 
cf. Luke xi. 

2,4 
Matt. vi. 34 v. 81 B | 
— 2.00 V.342 F 
oaa 

Matt. vii. 7 vi. 261, 
Luke xi. 9 b 262 

99 9 vi. 369 D 

Qa Qo 
v M9 Noo 

($23 

Matt. ix. 2, 
see Lukev. 20 

Matt. ix. 13b | iv. 4904 
Mark ii. 17 
Luke v. 32 

Rul) Lu J 
to the ed 

Variations from Peshitto 
' (Widmanstadt). 

as in Luke but for the 
insertion of exe at the 
beginning (as in Matt.) 

for Ns, Θὰ, 

for of) luas, * - 

for 9o, aoc 

paraphrastie | combina- 
tion of Matt. and Luke 
though introduced as a 
direct quotation, e. g. 
for as whshoo, 

E) uke Moo 

lb? whe blo καρ 

ins. Lal? os, and 
change from rst to 3rd 
person in consequence; 
ins. Jeo before 
Jas MX (which last 
word is read with 
Luke) 

I2I 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

So Aph. 180. Cur. (Matt. 
V. 39) agrees very nearly 
with this quotation. Cur. 
(Luke vi. 29) wanting. 
Cf. Diatessaron. Qui per- 
cutit maxillamtuam, por- 
rige er et alteram partem 
(Forsch. II. ii. $ 17). 

Cur, (Matt. om. e2c5? 
© Jas (AM which 

occurs in both Matt. and 
Luke in Pesh. Cur. 
(Luke) wanting. Aph. 34 
has (Aad Ora de. 

Aph. 37 le only 
Cur. (Matt.) has eri 

wane, Cur. (Luke) gin 
wana. So Aph. 

Cur, agrees with Pesh. 

Matt. and Mark in Pesh. 
areidentical. Cur.agrees 
with Pesh. in both. Aph. 
385 differs considerably, 
but is equally unlike quo- 
tations. 

Cur. wanting. 

Aph. 150 SES, and simi- 
lar change to 3rd person. 
Aph. 455 exactly as Pesh. 
(Matt, Luke).  Pesh. 
(Mark) omits J asa NS 
with best Gk. MSS. Cur. 
wanting. 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted.| folio (Rome) 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), Variations from Peshitto Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

and Biokell's (Widmangindi); gen, IL ii), Greek Text, EE 
Carmina. other remarks. 

Matt. x. 6 v.279B |om. Ml. Cur. wanting. 
for haem Lad, SX 
Ιλ 
for οςϑίϑ, ww? 

Matt. x. 41a | vi.290 E | for Nass, 12.20 Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Matt. xi. 13, 
cf. Luke xvi. 
16 

end of verse 

lv. 287 F for hid qaom. ood, 

$m, lans (cf. St. Luke) 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Aph. 28 has jas osos odo 
JKi»e (combining Matt. 
and Luke) and adds 
|, 32e after eio c2. 

Matt. xi. 14 V.315D |no varr. Cur. has for e 
JS. — oONaa3M. 

Matt. xi. 28- | vi.3723 |a M homiletical para- | Aph. 119 abridges 28- 
30 phrase 30, corresponding to Pesh. 

Matt. xi. 29 v.298 E | no varr. but for omissions, among 
cuu qud them that quoted by 
TENE EN Ephrem from ver. 29. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Matt. xii. 25 | iv. 474 | for aaSs, Jj aa Ns Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Ga Mae Wo 
αιωὶ-- 

Matt. xv. 27 | vi. 585 D | for eM Cur. adds sayy, but other- 

—]3x» placed before oom 26? | wise agrees with Pesh. 
Soc ce, for JLo1;9, |oa2;9 In Matt. both Pesh. and 
cf. Mk.vii.28 om. Joke Sasy| Cur. add at end eo, 

(with sd e ua which is not found in any 

which is otherwise very Gk. Text, nor in Diates- 
different) saron (Forsch. II. ii.$ 37). 

The Philoxenian in Mark 
vii. 28 has loans. 

Matt.xvi.2,3 | v.320B |a curious mixed para- 
Luke xii. 5 4- phrase 
56 

Matt. xvi.18 | v. 1668 | J Nanay jhawo Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

JN oca? 
οὐ ρον 

Matt. xvi. 22 | vi. 618 c | for Joo 4 Jools o2, | Cur. for Joohy, Joo! y. 
v maw to to Q9 ee Diatessaron, ut hoc facias 

(Forsch. II. ii. $ 42). 

a " EL 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 

Matt. xvi. 26 
Mark viii. 36 
Luke ix. 25 

vl. 333 F 

Matt. xvii. 5, 
vid. iii. 17 

Matt. xix. 30 
Mark x. 31 

Matt. xx. 18, 
I9 (Oed; o 

Mark x.33.34 

Matt. xx. 22 
Mark " 38 

Ce 
Luise Qu. 

Matt. xx. 28 
—]Jalt om 

AMA) 
Matt. xxi. 2, 3, 
see Mk.xi.2,3 

Matt. xxi. 9 
Mark xi. 9 
Luke xix. 38 

ls eo “2:5 ’ 

vi. 615 E 

iv. 440 E 

vl.2II C 

Matt. xxi. 38 
odlolui—coo 
cf. Mark xii. 7 
and Luke xx. 

14 
Matt. xxi. 41 
ned — Mene 9 

Iv. 5II A 

iv. 506 D 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

paraphrase, for lio, 
sl; for ves, μι 
eis 

for ων... ὃ, ομδϑυ 

lo e t? 

ox Kado jas? Wy 
|l N aa 

om. 9 before (ooo 

for εἴ» ero, 

tA San, and for 

poses, pokes; om. 

wow amd w—usids ; 

for COW o eo, 

wv Had Or 

WES SM y 

MS 

no varr. 

. « 

ins. after oo, 6o 

ins. e before οἱλολῳ 

(perhaps from Joohe 

Joli. (X of Mark) 

no varr. 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

So Cur. in Luke. "This is 
2nd verb in Mark and 
Luke (Pesh.). 

Cf. Mark ix. 44,46 (Pesh.). 

Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. in Matt. adds 
\Ooov sbefore final seo. 

Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. (Matt.)agrees 
with Pesh. Cur. (Mark) 
wanting. 

Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. (Matt.)agrees 
with Pesh. Cur. (Mark) 
wanting. 

So Cur. 

Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Luke adds las 
before JL{y. Cur. agrees 
with Pesh. in Matt. and 
Luke, wanting in Mark. 

Luke transposes the last 
two words. So too Cur. 
(Luke). Cur. (Matt.) has 

e» lulias adloowe. 

So Cur. 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell's 
Carmina. 

Matt. xxiv. 15 | v. 222 E 
Mark xiii. 14 

Matt. xxiv. 42 | vi. 529 A 
Ws to end of 
verse 

Matt. xxv. 6 | iv. 493 D 

Ju 
Matt. xxv. 9 | vi. 3065 
e» Ana) J | vi.3o07 5 

o 

Matt. xxv. 21 | vi. 489 E 

u 23 
429—624 

Matt. xxv. 30 | vi. 489 D 
(cf. 41) 
eocas] 

Juss locas 
Matt.xxv.34 | vi 2910 

Matt. xxv. 34 | vi. 535 € 
eoa, ol 
esl? 

Matt. xxv. 34 | Vi.642E,F 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

nearly as in Mark but 

ddan, 
Matt. has twounimpor- 
tant verbal differences. 

for Ja. Jools, bubs 

for qo? sein Jo 

Je 
for \adss0, JLaso(9) 

no varr. 

insert after eX, in 
both Ee ἢ 

for as, οὐ 
om. ISNo Ile 
ins. before was, Jh 

for oo aao, ys SY) 
apparently from 41 

paraphrase, but for 
Jeo, Jarbsro 
perhaps from xxv. 41. 

no varr. 

34. for —Jhaads 
lx», IA2e Leg 
J.ele 

35. ins. 9 at the begin- 
ning; for «X «oM 2o 

Noles, cnoM2o/ 
for hono, τς 
Moo 

eL oa150—]41225/ 
placed after «5 o) zuo 
in ver.36. ins.o before, 
and om. Kom after 

Testament 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Cur. wanting in Matt. and 
Mark. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 
Aph. 23 ina paraphrastic 
quotation alludes ἴο 
omitted words. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 
thy ἡτοιμασμένην, Gk. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 
Paraphrased in Aph. 380, 
381. Though verses 37- 
39 are compressed into a 
single clause, Aph. often 
agrees with Pesh. against 
Ephrem, but agrees with 
Ephrem against Pesh.only 
in reading Moo Jon29. 
Aph. also  transposes 

uty 0l. a150—] 1225, but 
with the second, not as 
Ephrem the first, clause of 
ver. 36. 

36.for JS cs. Ael i6; ins. o before o2 $5; for Me 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 

Carmina. 

Matt. xxv. 

4749 
(continued) 

Matt. xxv. 41 | Vi. 498 E 
Jjo3—oX1 | vi. 244 8 
see also xxv. 
30 and 34 

: 

Matt.xxvi.8,9 | vi. 410 B 
John xii. 4, 5, 
cf. Mark xiv. 

4,5 

Matt. xxvi. 65 | IV. 511 B 

2 9ax—Jor 
Matt. xxvii.20| V. 122 Ὁ 

--ἰοὴ ᾿ς 
Vd 

Matt. xxvii.45 | V- 309 F 
to ls 
cf. Mk.xv. 33, 
Lukexxiii.44 

Matt.xxviii.i8 | V. 215 F 
-- οορὶ 
59. 
ef. John iii. 
35, ΧΕ} 3 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

Noo Jzc, i2 Noo; om. o before ML. 
37. for rely ceo, ceo qois»; after κοῦ) adds 

0:99 ods ex05; ins. » before eM; for e299 
No), μους; after 99 adds mume lio. 

38,39. clauses very much transposed and abbreviated. 
40. for fads dea juo; for £j, sb; 
ins. after Loo, Le EO? βοῦν; ins. after 

er), e»; Om. eX ex; transposes e») and 

e^o; om. oo; after (ole. adds aX ax. ob 

lo e»t Jos uid JlaaNs olo. 
no varr. but neither | Cur. wanting. 
quotation has &s3$, | Aph. 381 also omits 
and the second adds| pay, and, except for 
J aia NN. o bo rhetorical expansion at 

the beginning, nearly 
agrees with Pesh. 

apparently free para- | Cur. wanting. 
phrastic combination 
of Matt.and John. The 
chief variations are 
for luo | -»0 fuses 
(Matt.), lo (ox 

|y ice o5; for 
e-? Jhe Mah 
John) and «a2 
im 2? 
Es Matt. xxvi. 7) 

no varr. Cur. wanting. 

om. 9 before \os>ay Cur. wanting. 

allusion to rather than | Cur. wanting. 
quotation from Matt.; 
before Ka ins. 9 |o es; 
before Joos ins. 

ins. before No, «3 
from John; ins. before 

j? 
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; 
J 

'* ó 
var i vi pein cem τ apt e 

to Ephrem | Variations from Peshitto phraates (Wright's edition), — 
d. : Diatessaron (Zahn’ - 2 Passages quoted. ie me PE maa) Dae (aba aa 

Carmina. other remarks. 

Mk. i. 11, see 
Matt. ili. 17 

Mk. i. 24 he | vi. 102 8 | no varr. Cur. wanting. 

Pe 
Kaas 

Mk. ii. 5, see 
Luke v. 20 

Mk. 1i. 17, see 
Matt. ix. 13 

Mk. vii. 28, see 
Matt. xv, 2* 

Mk.vin.36,see 
Matt. xvi. 26 

Mk. x. 31, see 
Matt. xix. 30 

Mk. x. 33, 34, 
see Matt. xx. 
18, I9 

Mk. x. 38, see 
Mati. xx. 22 

Mic. x12, 3 iv. 108, | combination of Matt. | Cur. (Mk.) wanting. Cur. 
— taco 109 and Mark (Matt. and Luke) has 
| s3N compared with Mark| many verbal variations 
cf. Matt. xxi. om. o.25$—4]? (not from Pesh., but in the 

2,3and Luke in Matt.); for aj lo only important variation 
xix. 30, 31 solo eio? (ls (in none for «£3e (Pesh. Matt. Mk. 

; Pe MT my Luke), «eo: (Matt.), 

OF PAP RYDOD SS or o. (Mk.) differs from 
Jte oh! era €^ | quotation where Pesh. 
Ls Qr (from Mark 5 agrees. 

or Luke); for oS. , 6o)» 
Mk. xi. 9, see 
Matt. xxi. 9 

Mk. xii. 7, see 
Matt. xxi. 38 

Mk.xiii.14,see 
Matt.xxiv.15 

Mk. xiii. 32 vi. 1448 |an abbreviated refer- | Cur. wanting. 
ence rather than a quo- 
tation; no evidence of 

Mk. xiv. 4, 5, variations 
seeMatt.xxvi. 
8, 9 



Passages quoted. 

Mk. xv. 33, see 
Mat. xxvii. 45 

Luke i. 17 
—Nyj oo 
lus 

Luke i. 32, 33 
S Noo to end 
of verse 33 

2 » (from 

NN) 
Luke i. 33 
olaadssmS 
loos I sam 

Luke 1. 34— 
|. 2e? ver. 38 

Lukei.73 haus 
to end of 75 

Luke i. 78, 79 
— Om? 

cok 
Luke ii. 34 geo 

J& X. a. 839 
lxaMo 

Luke 11.3 4 paso 
Sse game )2 — 

Luke ii. 52 to 
JLaab> 

folio( Rome) 

Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 

References 
to Ephrem 

transposes oca. 
and oN:aa42 

Variations from Peshitto 
and Bickells (Widmanstadt). 

Carmina. 

v. 315 D | for eo, lo. μοῦ and 
Ja transposed 

iv. 404€ | for aS So, odo 
co»; 0m. — o 

; for Saco, 

l1 Noa ; for Joop», 
M 

V. 1420 | no varr. 

v. 216 A | no varr. 

vi.606D,E | an evident paraphrase, 
differing very widely 
but following the lines 
of Pesh. 

iv. 438 €. | ins. at the end of 75 
Joc. s)306 

lV. 357 E | introduced by Yo? 
for «ἐρῶν (00,2? S N 

Iv. 129, | nO varr. 
130 

iv. 404 F | for puss, Nwaocoll); for 
NM; for 

Ns. pera is, Nu cona ( e? 

iv. 562 B | for es? veas, Joao 

129 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

So Gk. Textand most MSS. 
of Pesh.; others read 
Jle1a3. Widmanstadt’s 
readingis unsupported by 
MSS. (G. H. G.). Cur. 
wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. The absence 
of the words Jiro» 
No 2e» should perhaps 
be regarded as an omis- 
sion, as they do not occur 
in Diatessaron(Forsch.TI. 
li. ὃ 4). See above, p. 116. 

Cur. wanting. 

Expressly quoted as said 
by Luke. Cur. agrees with 
Pesh.intheorderofwords, 
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References References to the Curetonian, 
to Ephrem T : Aphraates (Wright’s edition) 

Passages quoted. "s Mod AS eem er Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
and Bickell’s gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
Carmina. other remarks. 

Luke ii. 52 but adds lazo before 
(continued) oa; but the order 

in the quotation agrees 
with the best attested 
reading of Gk. Text. 

Luke iii. 8, see 
Matt. 111. 8 

Luke 111. 22, 
seeMatt.iil.17 

Luke v. 20 vi. 370 D | Jeagy placed after 93. | Cur. wanting. 
= Matt. and Mark have 

goon xm 
cf. Matt. ix. 2 
Mk. ii. 5 

Luke v. 32,866 
Matt. ix. 13 

Luke vi. 21, 
see Matt. v. 8 

Luke vi. 29, 
see Matt.v. 39 

Luke vii. 39 vi. 404 E | paraphrase with con-| Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
siderable verbal differ- | where quotation differs. 
ences 

Luke vii. 41, | vi. 406 A | ins. after ooo, hats; ins. | Cur. differs in three vll. 
42 to aaa 9 before ea; om. ]z14* | from Pesh., but in none 

(bis); Joo: x placed | of these it agrees with 
after Jkxo ax»; for| quotation. 
od, loan ]zo oo 
«9017923; idus. after 

> aw IQundso 

loan Jes Joo; ins. 
after 3.93 M, oS; 
transposes (Ooms h 
and maa; ins. after 
ον ἊΝ «SJ Joo 

there are besides many 
transpositions : | 

Luke x. 24 Iv. 435 © ean and vou? Cur. agrees with quota- 
Qa —J)4 transposed tion against Pesh. 

Lukexi.2 21 Vl. 551 A | omits q35a.— Jas Probably an abbreviation. 

| C ith Pesh. Vad ai ur. agrees Wl , 

though best Gk. MSS. om. see also Matt. Ge C Re 
ἡμῶν οεν τοις ουρανοίς, The vi. 9 



Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 

References 
to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 

Variations from Peshitto Passages quoted. (Widmanstadt). 

Luke xi. 2 
(continued) 

Luke xi. 4, see 
Matt. vi. 12 

Luke xi. 9, see 
Matt. vii. 7 

Luke xii. 32 
39 3) DR 

las! 
Luke xii. 54- 
56, see Matt. 
xvi. 2, 3 

Luke xiv. 31 
o Ld — 2.0 

no varr. 

no varr. 

for laSso οὐ, | ery, 

3 ee 9o; [του αὐ 

ps; ins. after lads, 

! IT 

Luke xv.24 | vi 370 Ὁ for bo, «o; for 
—Le «Melo, ex filo lise 
«2M lo lose? Jh .5o) (evi- 

dently a paraphrase) 
» » JN | iv. 562 D | no varr. 
wohalo— 

Luke xvii.21 | vi.5508, | for anus, ytro (caused 

eleaNs oo | cfr by adaptation of the 
ots passage) correct in F, 

which however omits 
Jo 

Luke xix.30,31, 
see Mk.xi.2,3 

Luke xix. 38, 
see Matt.xxi.9 

Luke xx.14,see 
Matt. xxi. 38 |. 

Lukexxii44 | Carm. uumistakeable allusion 
xxxv.59| to the bloody sweat, as 

in Pesh. 
Luke xxiii. 2 | iv. 511 B | no varr. 
NL os 

Luke xxiii. 34 

VOL. III. K 

V. 233 B | no varr. 

129 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks, 

words Jas in vi.641€ 
are from Matt. vi. 9. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. generally agrees 
with Pesh., except that it 
reads lu za for ona. The 
quotation in having both 
words combines the read- 
ings of Pesh. and Cur. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. has for ,aass Cig i, 
wd, (2l ns. 

So also Cur. 

Cur. has «9o,56 for kso 
and a d other slight 
variations from Pesh. 

Cur. has οὐ for fs/. 
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Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 

Luke xxiii. 44, 
see Matt. 
xxvli. 45 

Luke xxiv. 49 
vhs? to end 

of verse 

John i. 3 

John 1. 9, see 
viii. I2 

John iii. 34 

ims] Joo 
py— 

John iii. 35,see 
Mat.xxvili.18 

John iv. 22 

i —L. 

John v. 22 

John vi. 40 
Nw» to end of 
verse 

John vi. 52 
VES to end 

of verse 

References 

to Ephrem Variations from Peshitto 

andBickell's (Widmanstadt). 
Carmina. 

lv. 505 E | no varr. 

iv. IS E adds after so, exe ; for 
ok», o2; OM. pee 
Joos 

V. 90D | no varr. 
ins. after wos, gad 

v. 3104 | supposed allusion to 
this passage in eX 
yo looses pd.onso/ 

for d Lo? my 99 J 

wl), holly (ee τοῦ] 
UR. 

lv. 446 8 

vl. 336 D | a paraphrase; ins. after 
; 6; om. Jus 

o Ja; for od, ad; 
for So, ox bj; 
for zs, STE, 

for ναὸ e22!; for 
vna So, Ine; om. 
So 

vl. 102 F 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Cur. wanting. 

Quoted as words of the 
Evangelist. Quotation 
agrees exactly with Cur., 
which takes the last two 
words in close connexion 
with next verse, with Gk. 
A cu, ete. So probably 
Tatian’s Diatessaron 
(Forsch. IL. ii. § 1). 

Cur. very defective, but 
has for Jas, J&Nsas. 
Aph. 123 has J-S.as and 
adds o2, and for Jo (^, 
ΨΥ, (after ἕο») from 
verse 35. 

Quoted asour Lord’s words, 

ee) ee Oly 2), but 
evidently a contracted 
quotation of Is. ii. 3. 

Cur. has sameorder as quo- 
tation, but for al, (ow, 

and for ado., oo X No 
after instead of before 
oa. SoAÀph. 123,276. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. ex- 
cept that it places H+. 
after, instead of before 
co SL». 



—— m—— 

Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. I$1 

References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Dickell's 
Carmina, 

John vii. 11 iv. 353 C 
oo aa, 

John vii. 38 lV. 524 E 

John viii. 12 | vi. 509 E 
lonans2— 
cf. i. 9 and 
1 John i. 7 

John vii. 44 | iv. 560 r 
— oh 

yooh / 
John viii. 46 | v. 298 € 
JN s —à436 

John xi. 4 vi. 274 € 
lase—bLo 

John xi. 11 Vl. 301 D 
ISN. toend of 
verse 

John xi. 50 iv. 475 B 
-a9toend of 
verse 

John xi. 51,52 | v. 66 Ε 
e» Nh to end 

of 52 

John xi. 52 lV. 534 A 
as to end of τ 
verse 

John xii. 4, 5, 
see Matt. 
xxvi. 8, 9 

John xiii. 3, 
see Matt. 
xxvlil. 18 

John xiv. 2 
TA ε- = 

Variations from Peshitto 

(Widmanstadt), 

no varr. 

no varr. 

for jaa Ns $, Jozay (from 

i.9); for JL? o5&.5* exe, 
q2» 0:36 Janos la) 
(from 1 John i. 7); for 

no varr. 

no varr. 

ins. after JA axe, oo 

ex and $4. trans- 
posed; ins.before$ JM, 

oo; for υὐ Nas? Ij 
eoQo nis, ol 
t€ O) Qu &A29J 

no varr. 

abridged quotation, 
om. from first &N to 
Jj; om. Joo after 
eos. 9; ins. after 
t2$e226?, OO 

allusion rather than 
quotation, order much 
altered ; for (25,2365, 

eoo e«2.3]s; for Jamd, 
ou 

iv. 463 c | for elo Jaco 

K 2 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates ( Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

So Cur. 

Cur. has for [55 o;sls. 

loko cel. 
Cur. wanting. Aph. 14 
quotes first clause as in 
Pesh. Aph.130 transposes 

second |» and o$o c». 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 131 
paraphrases v eoa15 

9 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 169 
agrees with Pesh. | 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 

John xiv. 27 
first 2 clauses 

John xv.15 No 
to end of verse 

John xvi. r1 
jJ, a55/ to end 
of verse 

John xvii. r1 

«οὐὐ--ἰϑ 
John xix. 15 
22. — NN 

2) P 

Acts ii. 37 lus 
t^» eB 

Acts v. 4I 

Acts vii. 43 
Jodty o3225 

ei 
Acts vii. 52 
Acts 1x. 15 

—J Le? 
Joa: 5 

Acts xill 46, 

47 —.92 
ned 

Acts xxiv. 25 

eo 9— 5 

andBickell’s 
Carmina. 

V. 343 F 

iv. 466 c 

iv.37 f 

vl. 1220 

iv. 469 F 

v. 302 D 

IV. 535 B 

iv. 371 

X.ul4qc 

lv. 406 E 
iv. 288 F 

v. 303 € 

v. 96 D 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

ins. after rst βόδι, 

«X5; for 2nd J|: Sa, 
|a; twoclauses transp. 

ins. after No, pero 

for Juacs/, owans/ 

for lazo E50, «50; 
ins. before +3, ao 

om. Ji before zea«o (sic) 

no Varr. 

no varr. 

for «ϑομαδϑφ, Pad N PEL δὲ 
JA 2.1.5 ; for Je, 

o5 ; way r 9 placed 

before, instead of after, 
ota Nee 

no varr. 

no varr. 
5 —Nvaneasy 

placed before, instead 
of after, |-3a —l Le? 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 410 
quotes rst clause only as 
Ephrem. 

Cur. wanting. 
Aph. 389 agrees with 
Pesh. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

The firstvariant agrees with 
Gk. ἀπὸ προσώπου ro) avv- 
edpiov, the second is sup- 
ported by Origen, the 
A ethiopic, and a few very 
late Gk. cursives. 

ins. after ,aaX, oo; for | The last variation is the 

Moe, Mlse.o; for 

eel, cesolhh; for 

oho? ene), ὌΝΟΣ 

for veh? Jan, qn 

veh? 
om. 2nd and 3rd SX 

reading given by Schaaf 
andeditors of the Peshitto 
generally. An ancient 
MS.in the British Museum 
reads (ola a (G. H.G.). 
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References | 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 
Carmina. 

Rom.y.15JooW| iv. 562 p 
JKRscax0— 

Rom. v. 20 49 | vi. 440 E 
toend ofverse | and 615 A 

Rom. vi. 4 iv. 419 F 

JNc9amss 

Rom. vi. 8 iv. 492 F 
Rom. vii. 24 v. 356 D 
asx to the 

end of verse 

Rom. vii. 20 | v. 250 E 
—Muis 
LAD 

Rom. viii. 26 lv. 413 D 
first μοῦ ωο 

to end of 27 
Rom. viii. 36 || v. 303 D 
Jh anas Jie 

Rom.ix.25];9/| v. 235 D 
to end of verse 

Rom. ix. 32 lv. 404 F 

Jj xoo13y— 
Rom. xi. 33; 

see Eph. iii. 19 

I Cor. 1. 26. iv. 268 B 
J53— bMS 
and general 
allusion to 
whole verse 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

no varr. 

for 45, βοΐ; for 
bis; adds after Miku, 

;addsafter exe], 9; 
for làMal), NM 
Uo (after, instead of 

before, Jas) 
allusion merely 

for voli, o22lj 
om. Py 

for JK. $ 632326, ] S36 
no varr. 
for whe o asso, e Noll 

là Joh? 

no varr. 

for JL, ll 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Quotation has exactly the 
same variations in both 
passages. 

quoted as [δου fis | Ps. xliv. 22 (Pesh.) agrees 

for JLNo, llo 

no varr. 

for βοζω., Lasso 

with Rom. (Pesh.). 
Hos. ii. 22 (Pesh.) has 
ὯΝ for A. 

The allusion 1s introduced 
in this way :—the sheep 
(le, in Num. xxxi. 32), 
being greater in number 
than the other animals, 
signified that the simple 
whoare made disciplesare 
greater in number than 
‘the teachers in the flesh,’ 
etc. 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 

1 Cor. i. 30 Joo| iv. 177 € 
toend of verse 

i Cor. n. 4 

1 Cor. 111. 16, 

17 toWaus se 
Jo? o 

I Cor. vii. 30 
last 2 clauses 

1 Cor. vii. 31 
od gad to 
end of verse 

» 2) 

Εν. 15285 

i Cor, at. 
POE xn, 4 

1 Cor. xiii. 12 
[e] leo to 
end of verse 

1 Cor. xv. 36 
1 Cor. xv. 53 

andBickell's 
Carmina. 

V. 129 D 

V. 334 D 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt), 

om. jJksx&a»; om. e 
before ]La.a23); om. 
|1o$o.9o; transposes 
Jos? e» to the end ; 
ins. after JoN ἡ, (5 ὺ 

reference merely; but 
introducing the words 

Jeu so—]Jl] as in Pesh. 
evidently ^an  inten- 
tional expansion 
ins. after Qu UNE 

before J:x., 9 oho; 
at end of 16 ] 2o 
«3859; aftertst Vans, 
N. oS; after 1st Jo , 
ads ooohols; after 
2nd Naas, oo 

vi. 309 B | for eM, Jao? (bis), 

vl. 309 B 

v. 338 F 
vi. 376 E 

¥. 112 6 
lV.324 E 

iv. 462 C 

V1. 335 E 
vi. 336 E 

and sing. for plural 
throughout 

no varr. 

OM. sag, oS; Om. lo 
paraphrase containing 
remarkable phrase e? 
ox14.3 — Wy», but 
omitting exe 

no varr. 
allusion containing all 
the striking words of 
Pesh. 

no varr. 

no varr. 
for νος and I 
JA o1 Ne, Lhsos and 
JLolawso W; for sso, 
Jac holo; for Lixo» and 
Jholesso JJ, Axe 
and Ja, Jy 

Testament 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Aph. 7.10, 484 has for 2nd 

Jo? in v.16, a.a.o, and 
(68) for rst Jos. / in v. 16, 
«x; there seem to be no 

variants in Pesh. or Gk. 

Aph. 155 for J Jl) Jj. 
No similar transpositions 
occur in Gk. or Pesh. of 
this verse. 

Aph. 156 has in first clause 
1.99 and loe Jl» and in 
the second asks and 
Nasa Jl, and for lise, 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 

1 Cor. xv. 53 
(continued) 

I Cor. xv. 55 | vi. 335 8 

wi) 

«las! 

Saka 

2 Cor. v. 7 iv. 462 D 
2 Cor. v. 2t iv. 359 D 
—[£e] ee 
o9 vw 

2 Cor. vii. 2 lv. 354 D 

2 Cor. xi. 2 88 | Carm.xix. 
far as Jos | (p. 34) 

" . 
Gal. iii. 13 | lv. 359 D 

«9.» 

SCR 
Gal. iii. 13 060 | v. 290 E 
JRJas—Joo 

Gal. iv. 27 lv. 384 E 
λα. to end 
of verse 

Gal. v. 22 iv. 434 B 
J5e. to end 
of verse 

Eph. i. 1o lv. 344 D 
—p 295 

5.0» 

Eph. ii. 5, 6 lv. 529 F 

Eph. ii. 14 iv. 18 0 
» ᾽} | Y. 445 E 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

Juoo with Greek, and 
Cologne MS. of Pesh. 
(G.H.G. See Stud. Bibl. 

paraphrased by words | ii. p. 267). 

gid doa \a./ (the suf- 

fix referring to JL exe) 

no varr. 

for (SM 4ee, «3... : Aph. 134 Aes, Gk. 
for oars, ad € ^ € ^ 

UTEP ἡμῶν. 

Apparently two different 
interpretations of Greek 
χωρήσατε. 

for v (oen, (Ra 

no varr. 

om. lec? 

no varr. 

for ex123—]L.as., ye! Abridged quotation. 

ve oth ΝΠ brass 
O12 (MANDI 0 

no varr. in direct quo- 
tation but just before 
for 1519, Js 

So Gk. καρπός. The con- 
struction in Ephr. shows 
that the sing. is meant. 

for funesrs Looky, 
los Jods? o> before 

535 
no varr. Aph. 120, 486 for eno, 

eA (,and omitsrstosecx.. 
both allusions only, 
they agree in omitting 
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References 
to Ephrem 

Passages quoted, | folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 
Carmina. 

Eph. ii. 14 
(continued) 

Eph. ii. 19 iv. 313 C 
Jn. utd 

Jos. l1— 
Eph. iii. 19 iv. 466 B 
cf. Rom. xi. 33 

Eph. iv. 3 iv. 452 D 

Eph. iv. 30 
first clause 

V. 509 D 

Eph. vi. 16 Iv. 430A 
ja. woos 

Phil. ii. τὸ X. 215. F 

Phil. iii. 21 iV. 493 A 
—2adind 
nd Qa ? 

Col. 1. 16 o> iv. I8 E 

JM. J3— 

Col.1.26,27 |iv.324F 

Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 

JA Joo phos ; 
the first has 
JI a.3.5 25, the 
second juae? La 

no varr. 

a loose combined quo- 
tation, but in Eph. 
Ephr.has for]! e3$ (be- 
fore o3a249), e? p? 

Je e 
for Cb eh ooo, 

Jo Ne (agreeing with 

JAzs.); for JL eo, 
Jason; for Lej, 

for |».5]2o, EN CTS 

no varr. 

for pem. jJ; for 

3,150, Lsiles Leo; 
for] Ne, e ke No(bis) 

quotation interwoven 
with text, but several 
expressions agree with 
Pesh. 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- | 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks. 

Gk. rjv ὑπερβάλλουσαν τῆς 
γνώσεως ἀγάπην, Cologne 
MS. of Pesh. has Jhasy 
6,5249 JA? (G.H.G.) 

Gk. has for the first 
varlant, σπουδάζοντες, for 
the second, ἑνότητα. 

Aph. 125 supports first 
variant, and for second 
reads JN eo. 

Change necessitated by 
context. 

Aph. 276  paraphrases, 
but has nothing to corre- 
spond to ese Ἀν Ἀν. 6 

$. 
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im 
to Ephrem + as Peshitt 

Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) imer o en at). - 
and Bickell's 
Carmina. 

Colil.5 ἵν. 

1 Thess. iv. 16 
to QUA) 

1 Thess. iv. 17 

~ A4 

A 

1 Thess.v. 2, cf. | v. 
2 Pet. iii. 10 

mM < 1 Tim. iv. 8 

JLaslo to the 
end of verse 

1 Tim. vi. 6 iv. 

end of verse 

Titus ii. 14 < 

Titus ii. 5,6 | iv. 
lavas lo? 
and whole of 6 

he » Hebr. ix. 26 

ol oss to end 

— of verse 

iv. 493 D | for laso, lae 

137 E | no varr, 

398 p |allusion to Θ-Δ.- δ. 
odo in the words 

342 B | Pesh. in Thess has 

lata yo? e 02002 

Ju μοο Εν, 
in Pet. ορῦϑ e? jd? 

ως yo? loext 
quotation lS οὐ. 

eo fata lc? 

. 303 Ὁ | for e$, 9, necessitated 
by way in which quota- 
tion is introduced 

318 B | adaptation rather than 
quotation; for ea 1), 
Jos, (1; for $2585. ipe DEBE ae 
(henson) cohen 

. 345A | no varr. 

490 C | for Tess, wood; ins. 

after Mal aes, Jos f; 
for tL», 2042 

. 822 € | om. ς5] eo Jeno 

References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

other remarks, 

Aph. 437 Sas ex» 
«20:9 oo]. 

The quotation resembles 
Pet. more than Thess. in 
(1) the word uzsx for 
«e» (Thess.), and (2) the 
omission of KNNs; but 
these slight coincidences 
with Pet. may easily both 
be accidental. 

No mention of author or 
book. 
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References References to the Curetonian, 
to Ephrem bak : Aphraates (Wright s edition), 

Passages quoted. |folio (Rome) ων Ὁ peel 3 Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
andBickell’s ἡ gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
Carmina, other remarks. 

Hebr. xi. 12 | iv.511 B | quoted as ;a\ A ἢ Cf. Gk. ἔξω τῆς πύλης ἔπαθε. 

e? ἐϑς pdaiols odd) eos The resemblance to this 
A Neo passage, however, may be 

only accidental. Christ 
crucified without the gate 
is compared to Naboth 
who suffered outside Jez- 
reel, 

r Pet. ii. 9 V. 330 A | paraphrase ΠῚ 
ι Pet. ii. 22 v. 298 E | for JA, Jas. (Is.) ;} Quotation introduced with 
ean Wa to for Jlo?, Wo (Is. Kuo); | the words ‘as Isaiah tes- 
end of verse, transposes Jlas and| tifiesconcerning him,’ but 
cf. Is. liii. 9 TUS PP, (Is. omits) is evidently influenced by 

the passage in St. Peter. 

2 Pet. iii.10, see 
I Thess. v. 2 

1 John 1. 7, see 
John viii. 12 

1 John ii. 2 v. 286 8 | for way, Joo; om. o/ 

Rev. Vict v. 332 € | a distinct allusion, be- 
AS with the words 
-»ὦὦ Shar ob doo 



THE TEXT OF THE CANONS OF ANCYRA. 

[R. B. Rackuam. | 

A, TEXT. 

LIST OF MSS: (1) CotLEctions or THE COUNCILS. 

At Cambridge, in the University Library :— 

C cod. ee iv 29 membran. s. xii 

at Florence, in the Laurentian library :— 

F, plut. x cod. ro membran. s. xi! 
F, ix 8 i 8. xl 

F, x I chartac. 8. xiii 

at London, in the British Museum :— 

L cod. add. 17474 chartac. s. xv 

at Milan, in the Ambrosian library :— 

M, cod. b 107 sup. membran. s. xii, xiii 
f 48 sup. T 8. xil, xiii? 

e 94 sup. re s. xiii? = E 
o t9 

at Munich, in the Royal library? :— 
Mon cod. 380 bombye. s. xiv 

at Oxford, in the Bodleian library :— 

O, cod. bar. 26 membran. s. xi ineunt. 

O, bar. 196 3 a. d. 1043 

O, bar. 185 h 5. xi ineunt. 
O, laud. 39 3 s. xi ineunt? 

O. misc. 206 " 5. x1 exeunt. 

! The dates given are those assigned to the mss in the respective cata- 
logues, and are to be depended upon accordingly : in many cases the dates 
given above are very uncertain. 

2) Messapiae in Magna Graecia emptus, 1606. 
3) Soliti in Magna Graecia emptus est, 1606. 
*) In the Munich library, cod. 397 is a copy e mso codice Parisiensi, given 

to the library by M. Elias Ehinger, gymnasii patrii professor et bibliothe- 
carius, postridie Petri et Pauli, 1618; but the original I have not come 
across at Paris, at least among the mss earlier than the sixteenth century. 

*) Came through Germany and Egypt from Constantinople, post direptionem 
urbis. 
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O, cod. seld. 48 membran. s. xiii! 
n. misc. 170 a S. XlV, XV 

O, bar. 158 chartac. 5. xv 

at Paris, in the National library :— 
P, cod. 1334 membran. s. x 
B, suppl. 1085 " B. X 

i suppl. 614 ^" 5. πὶ 

E 1320 - 8. Xl 

E 1325 τ Ew 
T suppl. 1086 » g. xi 
B I324 d a.d. z104* 

B5 coislin. 34 M s. xi^ 

E coislin. 35 3 S. xli 

PS coislin. 211 ii s. xii 
Pa coislin. 364 ij a.d. 1295 
Pa 1370 » a. d. 1297 
iet 1369 bombyc. 8. xiv 
P 1339 membran. s. xv 

P. 1337 chartac. s. xv 
D 1374 » S. XV 
P. suppl. 304 a 5. xvi 

at Rome, in the Vatican library :— 

R, cod. palat. 376 membran. 8. x ineunt. (— palat., Pitra) 
R, vatic. 827 a s. xi? (=vatic. 1, Pitra) 
R vatic. 1980 Ἢ" s. xi (=vatic. 2, Pitra) 

R, vatic. 2060 » s. xi, xli(?) (—vatic. 3, Pitra) 

in the Vallicellian library (Chiesa Nuova):— 
R, cod. f. ro membran. s. x, xi 

in the Bibliotheca Angelica (S. Agostino) :— 
B, cod. b. 1, 12 chartac. s, xv 5" 

e 

1) Olim monasterii SS. Trinitatis in insula Chalce. 
*) Can. Ancyr. i-xvi &iareAécavres deficiunt. 
3) Begun by Νικόλαος γραφεύς, finished by Ἰωάννης εὐτελὴς πρεσβύτερος. 
*) Can. Ancyr. v τοὺς δὲ émkómovs—xviii ἐκκηρύκτους deficiunt, 
5) Can. Ancyr. i-v δι᾿ ὅλης deficiunt. 
$) Can. Ancyr. xviii βούλοιντο eis—xxv deficiunt. 
7) Another ms mentioned by Pitra, cod, column. 23, s. xiii, now in the 

Vatican, remains to be collated: but possibly it is the ms of Photius’ Syn- 
tagma, which Card. Mai printed in his Spicileg. Roman. t. vii. Of the other 
mss given by Pitra, ottob. 99, vatic. 1150, 1455 apparently do. not contain 
the canons, while regin. 57, ottob. 249 are mss of Zonaras and Balsamon 
respectively (Juris Eccles. Graec. Hist. et Monum. i, 425). 
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at Venice, in 8. Mark’s library :— 
Vi cod. bessar. 169 membran. s. xii, xiii! 
Wa bessar. 170 - s. xiii 
v. nanian. 226 5 8. xill, xlv 

a. bessar. 171 chartac. 8. xiii, xiv 

N. nanian. 236 ., ἃ. d. 1467 

(2) Jouw or AwTrocH's CYNATQFH. 

joh 1 at Paris cod. coislin. 209 membran. s. x, xi 

πὸ. coislin. 211 - 8. xli 
BEES , suppl. 483 bombye. s. xiv 
joh 4 at Oxford cod. bar. 86 membran. s. xii exeunt. 

joh 5 ^ misc, 77? 
joh 6=ZJustel’s text (Biblioth. Juris Canon. Paris, 1661), printed, 

as he tells us, from a very ancient ms, quod ex bibliotheca 

collegii Claromontani Parisiensis beneficio doctiss. Iac. 
Sirmondi nacti sumus: this ms is now unfortunately lost ?. 

joh 7 at Rome cod. vatic. 843 
joh 8 at Florence plut. ix cod. 8 (F,) 

(3) ZoxAnas' COMMENTARY. 

zon I at Paris cod. 1319 bombye. s. xiii 
κοῦ ἃ  , βοιθίτη, 231O — ,, 8. xiv 

zon 3 at London add. 22746 membran. s. xiii 

(4) Batsamon’s COMMENTARY. 

bals 1 at Venice cod. bessar. 168 chartac. s. xiii 

bals 2 at Oxford cod. bar. 205 e B. xiv 

bals 3 at Paris cod. 1331 bombye. s. xiv 
bals4  ,, 1328 chartac. 8. xv. 

The readings of Photius are taken from his Syntagma 
Canonum, printed by Mai in the Spicilegium Romanum, 5. vii: 

his ms was a codex columnensis, nunc vaticanus, insignis, mem- 

branaceus, antiquus, saec. nempe saltem. wii, calligrapha diligen- 

1) These dates are very uncertain. 
?) This ms differs very much from the ordinary text, and it only contains a 

very few of the Ancyran Canons. There seem to have been two widely different 
editions of the Synagóge (cf. Pitra). From this ms, joh 5 as also from joh 7,8, 
only a very few readings have been obtained: but joh 1 2 3 4 6 have been 
collated throughout. 

?) Justel knew of two other very old mss of John's Synagoge, viz. unwm 
perquam vetustum Romae in bibliotheca vaticana, Heidelberga adlatum, insigne 
quidem et eximium (1 — vatic. 843): alterum non minus antiquum in bibliotheca 
illustr. Franciae Cancellarii Petri Seguierii (? cod. coislin. 209). 

*) The text printed by Beveredge in his Synodicon. 
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tique manu scriptus, tantaeque varietatis ut hie solus Photii 
verum syntagma continere videatur. 

The various readings are given in two divisions, in the upper 

division only the more significant variations being given. 

The authorities are ranged in chronological order, but the 

earlier mss of the Canons are also ranged. according to their 

families: which are thus marked— 

a denotes R, P, P, 0, O, P, F, V, O, V, 

B » un R, R, O, E I F, D P, P, Ps C b 

Y m R, R, O, τι 9 F. 

B. s MM. OP P.Y 

Also, for example, B (exc R, R,) means that all the B mss ex- 

cept R, R, agree with the reading given. 

Further— 

e —LO,P, f —PQPQP. 
joh —joh 12346 (the only mss of joh collated throughout) 

zon =zon123  Zon-com —Zonaras in his commentary 

bals =bals 123 4 bals-com — Balsamon ,, P» 

phot — Photius matt ^ —Matthew Blastar 

* marks the original reading, ? the first corrector. 

Thus the complete list of authorities in proper order will be 

a B y$ V, Mon P,, B, efjoh phot zon zon-com bals bals-com matt. 

In the case of the mss of the Councils silence in the notes 

denotes agreement with the text. But the commentators 

have not been so exhaustively treated: all the significant 

variations of Joh, zon, bals, have been given, but insignificant 

varlations in individual mss have been omitted. 

The text printed is that of a. 

Comparative Table of MSS. 

B. X xi Eu xiii xiv xv 

a B,P,EIQOO,PiE; V4110, V, 

B P,[R,R;O;P,P,F,O,| P; P,P4,C | V, 

s R;| R40, P, O;F, 

δ M, M, |M;P,P; Vs 
ef etc V,| Mon P,, | LO, P,,. Re Pi; Pig} Piz 

zon I 3 | zon 2 

balsr |bals23 |bals 4 

?joh 7!joh 1 8 joh245 joh 3 
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KANONEC ΤΩΝ EN AFKYPA CYNEAGONTON MAKA- 

PION TIPQN OITINEC TPOFENECTEPOI MEN 

EICI TON EN NIKAIA EKTEGENTON KANONQN 
AEYTEPEYOYCI AE AIA THN THC OIKOYME- 

NIKHC CYNOAOY AYGENTEIAN. 

1 Πρεσβυτέρους τοὺς ἐπιθύσαντας, εἶτα ἐπαναπαλαίσαντας 

μήτε ἐκ μεθόδου τινὸς ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἀληθείας μήτε προκατα- 
! Kos , \ , e , 

ckevácarras kai ἐπιτηδεύσαντας kai πείσαντας ἵνα δόξωσι 
^ "^ X ^ 

μὲν βασάνοις ὑποβάλλεσθαι, ταύτας δὲ τῷ δοκεῖν Kal τῷ 

σχήματι προσαχθῆναι, τούτους ἔδοξε τῆς μὲν τιμῆς τῆς κατὰ : 
^ / / / ^ , \ ^ € ^ * 

τὴν καθέδραν μετέχειν, προσφέρειν δὲ αὐτοὺς ἢ ὁμιλεῖν ἢ 
e ^ ^ € "^ Lal * “5 ^ 

ὅλως λειτουργεῖν TL τῶν ἱερατικῶν λειτουργιῶν μὴ ἐξεῖναι. 

KANONEC THC ΕΝ ATKYPA CYNOAOY P,, O, f zon 1 bals 2 3 4 

add KANONEC KE f KANONEC TON EN ATKYPA CYNEAOON- 

ΤΩΝ ATIQN MPON bals r KANONEC THC EN ATKYPA 

CYCTACHC CYNOAOY Lzon 2 3 add ἘΠῚ THC BACIAEIAC 

AYPHAIANOY KE L tit deficit in P,, TON EN ATKYPA 
AFIQN MPQN KANONEC KE E YMNOOECIC THC EN ATKYPA 

TOHIKHC CYNOA HTIC lIPOTENECTEPA MENTO! THC EN NIKAIA 

MFA OIKOYMENIKHC CYNOA ECTIN AEYTEPEYOI AE x.r.. (et sequi- 

tur hypothesis, quae etiam in M, M, P,, V, ante titulum reperitur) 

M, . ATION KAI MAKAPIQN 8(exc M,P,) ad finem add. ElCI 
AE KANONEC KE 8 (exc M, P,,) 

i 1 emavamaA. a plur cum By V, Mon R,fzon bals avaraXatcavras 

P,* O, O, Ῥ ἃ 8 e joh phot bals 1? 2? aristenus zon-com bals-com 

ἐπαναλυσαντας E eraveAÓovras P "7 om τι ὃ (exc P2) joh 4 

aliquibus (sacerdotalibus) officiis fungi isid 

KANONAI O, CYNEAOONTON KAI EKTEOENTON O, 
OIKONOMIKHC O, 

i 1 IIecfvrepovs M, IlpeofBvrepos V, era] add παλιν P,, bals-com 
ezavam.] add μητε μετα eymavyuov P,, 38 om και επιτηδ. Ry επιτηδ. και in 

marg M, επιτηδευσαντες O; om και πεισαντας V, και mec. repet O; 

xa [iva] ἘΣ 4 Bacavovs P,, Bacavois μεν (£r) e υποβαλεσθαι 

O, 5 mpoaxOnva P, 6 ojuA.] add royous διδασκαλιας ποιεισθαι 

(λογοις 55. P4) Tw Aaw πως yap erepois vro&owro Ta βελτιστα avro mapa- 

σφαλεντες Tov &pevrrovos (schol in V, R; Mon) P, C 7 μη Seva 1, 
ad fin add Tovrovs ws eipyrai V, 
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II 

TIT 

ii 

111 

ii 

iil 

Διακόνους ὁμοίως θύσαντας, μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα àvamaAaícavras, 

τὴν μὲν ἄλλην τιμὴν ἔχειν, πεπαῦσθαι δὲ αὐτοὺς πάσης τῆς 

ἱερατικῆς λειτουργίας τῆς τε τοῦ ἄρτον ἢ ποτήριον ἀνα- 
* ^ 

φέρειν ἢ κηρύσσειν" εἰ μέντοι τινὲς τῶν ἐπισκόπων τούτοις 
! , ^ / , ee c συνείδοιεν káparóv τινα ἢ ταπείνωσιν πραότητος καὶ e0é- 

* ^ ^ 

λοιεν πλέον τι διδόναι ἢ ἀφαιρεῖν, em αὐτοῖς εἶναι τὴν 
5, / ἐξουσίαν. 

*^ 

Τοὺς φεύγοντας καὶ συλληφθέντας ἢ ὑπὸ οἰκείων παρα- 
* 

000évras ἢ ἄλλως τὰ ὑπάρχοντα ἀφαιρεθέντας ἢ jmo- 
! Y ^ 

μείναντας βασάνους ἢ eis δεσμωτήριον ἐμβληθέντας, βοῶντάς 
\ 

τε ὅτι εἰσὶ χριστιανοὶ καὶ περισχισθέντας, ἤτοι eis τὰς 

χεῖρας πρὸς βίαν ἐμβαλλόντων τῶν βιαζομένων ἢ βρῶμά 

1 ecavros επιθυσαντας ὃ joh 2 om 7Traons F, ΤῊ R, om τῆς 

[ cep. | Ῥ 0, 9 (exc P,,) Mon joh 2 3 6 3 ιερατικης a cum E, R, 

O, P, y $ V, Mon R, joh phot bals cepas O, B (P, P, F, O, P, P,, C 
V,) P,, e zon zon-com sacro latt om wp.f ^ aprov ἡ ποτηριον P, F, 

PS ὌΣ V, joh 2 apTo"v ἢ ποτηρίου O, O, aprov Kat TOU ποτηρίου Kat TOU 

avap. E,3 F, 4 rovro cum R, P, P, O, V, P, C y (exc P,; 

R, def) ὃ (exc P,,) Mon P,, R, e (L om rovr.) f joh 1 3 4 6 zon x bals 
rovrovs O, P,O, V, B (exc R, P, C) P, M,* P,, V, joh 2 phot περι rov- 

TOLS F, TOUTO R, TOUT@Y ZON 2 3 5 συνειδοιεν α (exc ἮΝ O,) 

cum P,F, y ὃ (exe P,,)V,ejoh 134 συνιδοιεν V, O, B (exc P, F,) 

P,, Mon B, joh 2 bals zon-com bals-com συνειδειεν P,, f zon con- 

scii sunt isid dion  edouev P, C R, O, 8 (exc P,,) Mon joh 2 4 6 
6 αφελειν ὃ (exc P) joh (exc 3) zon-com 
1 owetov] ἰδιων ὃ joh 2 3 4 ιουδαίων joh 1 4 περισχήσθεντας R, 

περισχεθεντας P,0,0,8 LO, R, fjoh 2 3.467 (mepixed.) παρασχι- 

σθεντας P,,zont περισχισθεντας legit etiam joh 1 8 5 ἐμβα- 

λοντων EF, O, P, O, ὃ (exc M, P,,) P,, O, P,, joh 4 zon bals 2 3  eua- 

1 Διακονοις V, Travras O, 2 της uev addAns τιμης P, V^ R, matt 
perexew P, V,* matt 3 om λειτουργιας ᾿ς om της τε... κηρυσσειν 

P,,;Lfzon 1 3 4 εἰ μεν τινες R, 0,* 5 ηθελοιεν Ry 6 πλειον 
Ἐς, F, R, υφαιρειν joh 3 zon 2 

1 $evovras O, mpoopevy. Vi συλλ.] ηττηθεντας Py, om ἡ VmO οικ. 

εὐν ἐμβληθ. L* (sed ἡ vro. ... mapas. in marg et ἡ αλλ... . αφαιρ. inseritur 
post περισχισθ.) 2 omaddAas V, om NAAA... αφαιρ. M, αφαιρε- 

θεντος Ο, om ἡ vropewv.... εμβληθ. Ῥὶς 3 om BowvTas... περι- 

σχισθ. V, F* (F,* add βοωντας sup lin et και περισχισθεντας post χριστιαν.) 

4 εἰισιν εισιν R; περισχισθεντες O; περισχισθεντας τους χιτωνας zon- 

con ἠἡτοι]ΐη F4, om ras V, 5 xepas] add τι bals | om Biav 1, om 

or 

σι 



The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 145 

^ , 

τι πρὸς ἀνάγκην δεξαμένους, ὁμολογοῦντας δὲ διόλου ὅτι 
Ν ^ \ \ / ^ / qx us ὃ εἰσὶ χριστιανοὶ καὶ τὸ πένθος τοῦ συμβάντος ἀεὶ ἐπιδεικνυ- 

^ ^ ^ 7 \ ^ ^ 7 

μένους τῇ πάσῃ καταστολῇ καὶ τῷ σχήματι καὶ τῇ τοῦ βίου 
7 ^ 7 

ταπεινότητι, τούτους ὡς ἔξω ἁμαρτήματος ὄντας τῆς κοινωνίας 

μὴ κωλύεσθαι: εἰ δὲ καὶ ἐκωλύθησαν ὑπό τινος περισσο- 
5δὰ 

τέρας ἀκριβείας ἕνεκεν ἢ καί τινων ἀγνοίᾳ, εὐθὺς προσδεχ- 
^ ^ ^ ^ a \ 

θῆναι. τοῦτο δὲ ὁμοίως ἐπί re τῶν ἐκ τοῦ κλήρου καὶ 

τῶν ἄλλων λαικῶν. προσεξητάσθη δὲ κἀκεῖνο, εἰ δύνανται 

καὶ λαικοὶ τῇ αὐτῇ ἀνάγκῃ ὑποπεσόντες προάγεσθαι εἰς τάξιν' ] αὐτῇ ἀνάγκῃ poay 
y ^ ^ , € Ν € , , ^ € 

ἔδοξεν οὖν kal τούτους ὡς μηδὲν ἡμαρτηκότας, εἰ Kal ἡ προ- 

λαβοῦσα εὑρίσκοιτο ὀρθὴ τοῦ βίου πολιτεία, προχειρίζεσθαι. 
^ \ ^ Iv Περὶ τῶν πρὸς βίαν θυσάντων, ἐπὶ δὲ τούτοις Kal τῶν δειπνη- 

U , ^ y v ^ , , ^ / σάντων εἰς Ta εἴδωλα, ὅσοι μὲν ἀπαγόμενοι kal σχήματι 

φαιδροτέρῳ ἀνῆλθον καὶ ἐσθῆτι ἐχρήσαντο πολυτελεστέρᾳ 

λοντας f προσβαλλοντων Li βρωματα 9 (exc P,,) joh 4 aliquid pol- 

luti cibi isid dion escam prisca 10 om και [exwAvd.| ὃ (exc P,,) 
e joh 2 4 6 zon 11 om η [και rw.] y (exc O,: R, def) δια τινων 
ayvoay ὃ joh 23 4 6 per aliquorum ignorantiam isid propter 

quorundam, ign. dion προσδεχθητωσαν V, y (R, def) bals 
13 προεξητασθη P, F,V, F, P, P,, V, f phot 14. περιπεσοντες ὃ 

joh προαγεσθαι a cum P, P,,0, P, M, P,, V, V, P, R, fjohr234 

phot zon 1 3 bals προσαγεσθαι F,* B (exc P, P,,) R, O, F, M, M, 

P,, Mon e joh 6 zon 2 16 om ευρισκοιντο P, O, joh 123 46 

ορθη τ. B. πολ. ευρισκ. B, F, rov B. πολ. ορθη O, πολ. τ. βιου R, 

πολιτεια] add συμπραττοι E. O, joh I23 6 add ἢ συμπραττοι djoh 4 

st vita eos probabilis commendat isid probabilis sit dion aut 

antea inveniatur recta vita eorum prisca 
cc. iv, v — c. iv y (exc O,) 

iv 1 Bias ὃ επιθυσαντων ὃ joh 2.5. 2 uev | add ovy 

b joh r3 4 6; ov» deest in latt 3 adobporepo O,* P, P, *F,* 

των [βιαζ. O; bals 2 — 9 Bp.] es Bp. O, 7 Tov πενθους O, om TOV 
συμβαντος f επιδεικνυμενου Re 9 του [apapr.] Pj; αμαρτησαν F;* 

TUS KOW. μη κοινωνιας μη κωλ. Re 11 om και [τινων] O; 12 om ek V, 

om Tov V, bals 13 om αλλων P om δὲ P; 14 τη αυτη] τοιαυτη 

M; P,, 15 om ἡ [mpod.] P, P,, zon 2 προσλαβουσα O,* 16 συμ- 

πραττοι V, εἰ συμπραττη Py, 

iv 1 Περι... θυσαντων om F,; in titulo V, | Ere de V, προ Bias Py, 

επιθυμησαντων P, συνδειπν. P,, 2 «DwXea EF; joh 2 oot μένοι 

[και] O, 3 φαινομενοι [$ai0p.] Ἐς " ecógra ... πολυτελεστεραν P, 

VOL. III. L 
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VI 

ἈΝ , ^ / / 5 , 

Kal μετέσχον τοῦ παρασκευασθέντος δείπνου ἀδιαφόρως, 
y 5 \ 9 - € ^ x /, » 5 ^ * 

ἔδοξεν ἐνιαυτὸν ἀκροᾶσθαι, ὑποπεσεῖν δὲ τρία ἔτη, εὐχῆς δὲ 

μόνης κοινωνῆσαι ἔτη δύο, καὶ τότε ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ τέλειον. 

Ὅσοι δὲ ἀνῆλθον μετὰ ἐσθῆτος πενθικῆς καὶ ἀναπεσόντες 

ἔφαγον μεταξὺ δι᾽ ὅλης τῆς ἀνακλίσεως δακρύοντες, εἰ ἐπλή- 

ρωσαν τὸν τῆς ὑποπτώσεως τριετῆ χρόνον, χωρὶς προσφορᾶς 
de θήτω . , de \ » δύ ε , » Led χθήτωσαν' εἰ δὲ μὴ ἔφαγον, δύο ὑποπεσόντες ETN TO 

\ ed / ^ 

τρίτῳ κοινωνησάτωσαν χωρὶς προσφορᾶς, ἵνα τὸ τέλειον TH 

τετραετίᾳ λάβωσιν" τοὺς δὲ ἐπισκόπους ἐξουσίαν ἔχειν τὸν 
^ ^ "^ * 

τρόπον τῆς ἐπιστροφῆς δοκιμάσαντας φιλανθρωπεύεσθαι ἢ 
΄, / , E * , N s ς ! πλείονα προστιθέναι xpóvov' πρὸ πάντων δὲ Kal 6 προάγων 

^ / N βίος kai ὃ μετὰ ταῦτα ἐξεταζέσθω, kal οὕτως ἡ φιλανθρωπία 
2 / ἐπιμετρείσθω. 

Περὶ τῶν ἀπειλῇ μόνον εἰξάντων κολάσεως καὶ ἀφαιρέσεως ρ NT p 
DI / ^ 

ὑπαρχόντων ἢ μετοικίας Kal θυσάντων καὶ μέχρι TOD παρόντος 

καιροῦ μὴ μετανοησάντων μηδὲ ἐπιστρεψάντων, νῦν δὲ παρὰ 

OY, 6 κοινωνειτωσαν R, (nr) P, O, (nr*) F, (nr) dvo 

em tr 9 (eve P,,) joh 1 2 4 6 bals 1 3 

v lom δε 8 (exc P,,) joh 4 2 ανακλησεως V, B (R, O, F, O, P, 

P,, O) B, 0, ὃ (exc V,) V,joh 234 ανακλυσεως O, της ανακλησεως 

hinc incipit B, 5 κοινωνησατωσαν a cum P, Rh, R, O, 

P, O, P, y (exc P, O;) O, B, R, joh 1 4 phot zon κοινωνειτωσαν F, 

P, P,,C V, P, O, (nr) ὃ (nr) V, (er) Mon P, (yr) L f joh 2 (yr) 3 (nr) 

6 bals κοινων.] add xpove P4, O, P,,zon add ere f bals 

6 rpieria O, P,C V, F,? Mon e f zon zon-com bals aristenus quarto 
anno, quadriennio latt τους δὲ επισκοπους hic deficit P, 

vi 1 μονη V, R, R, F, ὃ P,, joh bals-com (matt) minis tantwm isid 

v » ὁ 

dion 2 xopis ἡ μετοικησιας Y (eae O, P μετοικισιας Og om 

5 om [evxgs] 9e P, CMon 60m μονῆς V, bals erg] em Py, er erg F, 

ern B' β΄ F, Tore] add φησιν ἡ θεια συνοδος V, τελος R, 
2 om μεταξυ O, om της [avar.| Py, 4 δεχθησονται O, υπο- 

πεσοντας O, om etn Vz Tw τριτω] add τοις πιστοις συνίστασθαι 

(schol in M, ex Zonara) M; 5 rns rerpaerias V, 6 AaBwow 

add φησιν V,  φιλανθρωπευσασθαι ? O,* O; bals 2 8 xporw P, 

προέχων phot 9 Bios ... Tavra] xpovos Tov BiovO, om o [pera] R, P, 

peravra V, e£era Gero P 

1 [Περι] δε ἘΣ τη [απειλη] P, ofavtwy M; κολασεων P,, zon I 

η [km ap.] Py, om και aQatp. Py 2 ἡ μετοι[ και] ͵  Vy, om και [0vcavr.) 

Pu 3 επιτρεψαντων R, P, νυν] μη f περι [τ. καιρ.] L f zon 2 

5 

5 

10 
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\ ^ ^ , p ^ , ^ 
TOV καιρὸν THs συνόδου προσελθόντων kai els διάνοιαν τῆς 

ἐπιστροφῆς γενομένων, ἔδοξε μέχρι τῆς μεγάλης ἡμέρας εἰς | 
E] , ^ \ s \ , S. p H ^ ἀκρόασιν δεχθῆναι kai μετὰ τὴν μεγάλην ἡμέραν ὑποπεσεῖν 

7 v ‘ RN. / » Led M τρία ἔτη kal μετὰ ἄλλα δύο ἔτη κοινωνῆσαι χωρὶς προσ- 

φορᾶς καὶ οὕτως ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ τέλειον, ὥστε τὴν πᾶσαν 
"^ \ Lad /, 

ἑξαετίαν πληρῶσαι: εἰ δέ τινες πρὸ τῆς συνόδου ταύτης 

ἐδέχθησαν εἰς μετάνοιαν, ἀπ᾿ ἐκείνου τοῦ χρόνου λελογίσθαι 
- NC s , s rcg 5 , / / \ αὐτοῖς τὴν ἀρχὴν τῆς ἑξαετίας" εἰ μέντοι Tis κίνδυνος Kal 

x , θανάτου προσδοκία ἐκ νόσου ἢ ἄλλης τινὸς προφάσεως συμ- 
/ , 2 WoW ^ 

Bain, τούτους ἐπὶ ὅρῳ dex Onvat. 
II ^ ^ 0 / 3 € ^ e) ^ $3 , 9 ερὶ τῶν συνεστιαθέντων ἐν ἑορτῇ ἐθνικῇ ἐν τόπῳ Apwpic- 

, ^ , ^ y , , / \ , 

μένῳ Tots ἐθνικοῖς, ἴδια βρώματα ἐπικομισαμένων καὶ φαγόν- 

των, ἔδοξε διετίαν ὑποπεσόντας δεχθῆναι: τὸ δὲ εἰ χρὴ μετὰ 

τῆς προσφορᾶς ἕκαστον τῶν ἐπισκόπων δοκιμάσαι καὶ τὸν 

ἄλλον βίον ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστου ἐξετάσαι. 

ern 29 B, F, P,, 9 ταυτης] avrzs P, F, C f zon bals ll 

τὴν της εξαετιας P, F, C Mon P,, zon τὴν εξαετιαν e f bals om 

ms P, P, F, O, P,, C V, V, Mon* P,, ef phot zon bals matt aliqui 
periculus prisca s? quod. isid quodlibet dion 

11 5 [e roro] F,V, Fj^V,8joh1246; deest in latt. 2 ιδια] 

add Se Vy (exc O, Pj) η [xa $ay.] P, e fzon bals matt 

4 εκαστου F, PAR, O, P, P,, joh234 6 εκαστω O, phot εκαστον 

pera τ. προσφ. tr P, ef zon 13 bals; ekaerov δεχθηναι explicat 

Zonaras sed latt. omnes legunt * wnusquisque episcopus (orum): 

δοκιμασαι] pr εξεστω O, phot pr ἐστω R,O, P, pr ἐστι P20, 8e 

joh pr eor. ro f bals add ἐστι R, zon 2 5 εξετασαι] αξιω- 

bals 4 κατα bals 1 4 προσελθ.] επιστρεψαντων P, διανοιαν] 
διακονιαν Ὗς εννοιαν f 5 της μεχρι tr Ο, om μεχρι O,* om 

ἡμέρας P, L 6 nuepay| add nro την Tov kv αναστασιν κ. τ. 4. C 

τρια €ry ὑποπεσ. tr e 7 om aAXa P, 8 evore L macav] 

mapovcav C 9 Tiva O, 10 e£e0ex0moav V, eis] προς P, 

λελογίσται O; C V, AeAoynore joh 3 λογισθαι V, λογισθηναι bals 1 3 e£ com 

λογιζεσθαι f bals 2 11 avtots| avrns Py, 12 om ek vocov O,* 
vocov| add avrois e oupBawe Ry επισυμβαιη Ἐς matt 13 opois 

Py, τῶ [opo] M, 
1 συνεσθιαθεντων e bals 2 3. εσθιαθεντων P4, P,,* τη [€Ovixn] Ry a$o- 
ρισθέντι f bals4 2 εθνικοις]) e0vuegs V,*, add ev ειἰδωλειω τυχον ἢ αλλω 
TOTO εἰς TEAETAS avTois TEAOUpEVAS avakeuuevo (ex Zonarae com) e επ- 

εἰισκομ. P, 3 om To δε εἰ χρη P, om δε O, om εἰ O,* 4 om 

79s V, μετασχειν της προσφορας erac Tov Tov επισκοπον EF, 5 onm 
Bv L eferaca] add καλως V, 

L2 

»- o 
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VIII Οἱ δὲ δεύτερον kal τρίτον θύσαντες μετὰ Blas τετραετίαν 

ΙΧ 

» 

vill 

ix 

vili 

; A n" 

ὑποπεσέτωσαν, δύο δὲ ἔτη χωρὶς προσφορᾶς κοινωνησάτωσαν 
x Lal 

καὶ τῷ ἑβδόμῳ τελείως δεχθήτωσαν. 
v ^ * , , / >| ^ QA 5 ' dl M 

Ὅσοι δὲ μὴ μόνον ἀπέστησαν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐπανέστησαν καὶ 
$, , 5 ς \ » , , ^ 5 “ 

ἠνάγκασαν ἀδελφοὺς καὶ αἴτιοι ἐγένοντο τοῦ ἀναγκασθῆναι, 
- y s / \ ^ E , / , οὗτοι ἔτη μὲν τρία τὸν τῆς ἀκροάσεως δεξάσθωσαν τόπον, 

ἐν δὲ ἄλλῃ ἑξαετίᾳ τὸν τῆς ὑποπτώσεως, ἄλλον δὲ ἐνιαυτὸν 
/ n^ 

κοινωνησάτωσαν χωρὶς προσφορᾶς, tva THY δεκαετίαν πληρώ- 
^ ta , ^ , yg 4 ^ , 

σαντες τοῦ τελείου μετάσχωσιν᾽ ἐν μέντοι τούτῳ τῷ χρόνῳ 

καὶ τὸν ἄλλον αὐτῶν ἐπιτηρεῖσθαι βίον. 

Διάκονοι, ὅσοι καθίστανται, παρ᾽ αὐτὴν τὴν κατάστασιν εἰ 

ἐμαρτύραντο καὶ ἔφασαν χρῆναι γαμῆσαι, μὴ δυνάμενοι οὕτως 

σαι P,R,R,O,F,*O,P,C ὃδοκιμασαι P, — tr δοκιμασαι ef εξε- 

τασαι O, 

1 τριετιαν O, F, C V, Mon 2 κοινωνησατωσαν a (exc V, O,) 

B (exc P,,) P, Pj, Mon P,,0, P,, phot zon bals 134 aristenus kowe- 
verooav V, O, (gr) P,, y (nt: exc P,) ὃ (nr: exc P,,) V, LR, f joh 
1236 bals2 κοινωνησαι joh 4 

8 uev etn tr R, F, P, P, 4 τη [320] ὃ (exc P4) 5 κοι- 

νωνειτωσαν E, F, P4, C (yr) R, O, (nr) M, (nr) V, P,, R, f joh 3 (nr) 

4 (yr) 6 bals 4 

1 oco καθιστανται] καθισταμενοι οσοι V, y (exc O,), οσοι καθισταμενοι 

oco, bals om oco: f ev egaprvpavro | διεμαρτυραντο V, y bals 

bals-com εἰ ἐμαρτυρήσαντο P, F,* C Mon* L f zon diaconi qui- 

cumque constituuntur si... protestati sunt, diac. quoque cum 

ordinantur si isid diac. qui sunt ordinandi, si prisca diac. 

quicumque ordinantur, si dion 2 εφησαν y (exc O,) joh 456 

1 E: R, bals 2 om δε Py, emi&vcavras P4, rerpaerias O, 
2 υποπεσατωσαν R, P, P, R,O, Py, joh 14 vmommrerwoav O; L om [δυο] 
de Ἐς M, 3 εβδ.] add era P,, bals 4 tr δεχθητ. et Koww- 
vyr. O, 

ix 1 om δε L adda και erav. in marg Ms 2 rovs [αδελφ. Pi, 

joh 2346 ezav. αδελφοις Kat nvayK. joh 1 αιτιοι] avrov Pj, 
eyevovTov [αναγκ.} Ἐς 3 om etn B, om τον V, 4 ev δε 

adn... umoTrwoews repet V, 5 0ekariav M, V; 6 μετεχωσι L om 
ev μεντοι k. T. A. ad fin Fj* TouTw τω] τοιουτω O; 7 om avrov 

V, TOV αλλ. ἐπ. fiov avr. tr F, επιτηρεισθω R3 P, V4 (ασθω) 

x 0. x. hic omittitur et inseritur post c. xivL 1 Οἱ [διακ.71, post καθισταμε- 
vo. rasura (?=o00) sequiturbalst om αὐτὴν Ὁ, om τὴν F, 2 epOacay L 

σι 
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"^ , D "^ 

μένειν, οὗτοι μετὰ ταῦτα γαμήσαντες ἔστωσαν ἐν TH vmy- 

ρεσίᾳ διὰ τὸ ἐπιτραπῆναι αὐτοὺς ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐπισκόπου" τοῦτο 
Ν v , \ , , ^ ΄ 

δὲ εἴ τινες σιωπήσαντες καὶ καταδεξάμενοι ἐν τῇ χειροτονίᾳ 
^ \ ^ 

μένειν οὕτως μετὰ ταῦτα ἦλθον ἐπὶ γάμον, πεπαῦσθαι αὐτοὺς 

τῆς διακονίας. 

ΧΙ Τὰς μνηστευθείσας κόρας καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα ὑπὸ ἄλλων ἁρπα- 
/ y 5 ,ὔ ^ / , * 

yeloas ἔδοξεν ἀποδίδοσθαι rois προμνηστευσαμένοις, εἰ kai 
/ α΄ 9 , "^ / 

βίαν vr αὐτῶν πάθοιεν. 

ΧΙ Τοὺς πρὸ τοῦ βαπτίσματος τεθυκότας καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα 
, y , , , ε 2 

βαπτισθέντας ἔδοξεν εἰς τάξιν προάγεσθαι ὡς ἀπολουσα- 

μένους. 
^ EY XIH Χωρεπισκόποις μὴ ἐξεῖναι πρεσβυτέρους ἢ διακόνους χειρο- 

"^ ἀλλὰ . δὲ / ay \ ^ 

τονεῖν, ἀλλὰ μὴν μηδὲ πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως, χωρὶς τοῦ 

ἐπιτραπῆναι ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐπισκόπου μετὰ γραμμάτων ἐν ἑτέρᾳ 

παροικίᾳ. 

5 παρασιωπησαντες V, (1 R,*) F, bals 6 και [uera] M. M.P, 

V, [μετα] de M, 

Xl 1 um. αλλ. apr. μ. ravra tr V, f bals 2 μνηστευσαμ. F,* L 

P,, P, f zon bals 3 e£ zon bals matt in comm μεμνηστευσ. C Mon 
xii 2 προαγεσθαι] add δεῖν ὃ (exc P,,) joh 1 2 3 4: δεῖν deest in latt 
xil 1 χωρεπισκοπους R,* P,, Lfjoh 2 3 8 bals 2 χωρεπισκοπος O, O,* 

χωρεπισκοποὸν P,, bals-com matt 2 om μην O,fzon r bals- 

com mpeo(vrepovs a. cum B V, Mon R, ef joh 1 zon 1 bals 13 4! 

πρεσβυτεροις R, F, ὃ (exc P4) joh234 568  mpeoBvrepov C P, 

3 ovroi] or. P, ev τη] ern F,0;* om €v bals 1 24 4 om 

δια O,* avrois L phot zon 2 3 bals Tovro δε] rovro. Py, Tovro: εἰ 

δὲ joh 2 bals 5 e τινες δε tr Ἐς om και [καταδεξ.] C f joh 5 
6 «s γαμον Py 7 dak | θειας kowevias Pi, 

xi 2 εδοξεν)] add εἰς raf R4 add ravras V, προσμνησταμενοις P, om 

e. kai ad fin Py, 9 map avrov f 
xii 2 προσαγεσθαι M; 

xii 1 xwpemickomot zon 2 eftevat zon 2 ῃ] και L 2 μητε E, 
3 δια [γραμματωνῚ f matt om ev Ἐς 

1) et in codd regin 52, ottob 249, brit mus arun 533. 
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XIV 

AV 

X1V 

XV 

xlv 

Ἂς 5 / 5 / ^ , » \ 3 

Τοὺς ἐν κλήρῳ πρεσβυτέρους ἢ διακόνους ὄντας καὶ ἀπε- 
^ / χομένους κρεῶν ἔδοξεν ἐφάπτεσθαι καὶ οὕτως, εἰ βούλοιντο, 

^ € Pie , Ἂς A; / € Ἂς \ Ἂς ^ 

κρατεῖν éavrOr' εἰ δὲ μὴ βούλοιντο, ws μηδὲ τὰ μετὰ κρεῶν 
βαλλό À , 5 θί M Ν € / ^ , 

μενα λάχανα ἐσθίειν, Kal μὴ ὑπείκοιεν TO κανόνι, 
^ , \ ^ / 

πεπαῦσθαι αὐτοὺς τῆς τάξεως. 

Περὶ τῶν διαφερόντων τῷ κυριακῷ, ὅσα ἐπισκόπου μὴ ὄντο ερὶ τῶν epóv TO κυριακῷ, ὅσα ÉTLOKO μὴ ὄντος 
΄ ἈΠ > ^ \ idee , s 

πρεσβύτεροι ἐπώλησαν, ἀνακαλεῖσθαι TO kvpiakOr' ἐν δὲ 
^ , mS /, ^^ » y ^, à ^ M 

τῇ κρίσει TOU ἐπισκόπου εἶναι, εἴτε προσήκει ἀπολαβεῖν τὴν 
^ »y ^ / Ἂς * , s , ^ 

τιμὴν εἴτε καὶ μὴ; διὰ TO πολλάκις THY πρόσοδον τῶν πεπρα- 
/ > / > ^ / /, Ἂς / 

μένων ἀποδεδωκέναι αὑτοῖς τούτοις πλείονα τὴν τιμὴν. 

zon 2 37 bals-com matt επισκοποις y (exc R,F, ἐπισκοποις O,* -ovs 

cum μηδὲ mpeafvrepovs 2n, marg O,*) phot? adda μην δια πρεσβυ- 

repov P, exaoTn y ὃ joh 1-8 latt 

l om xat [amexop. | P,, e f zon bals 3 εἰ de μη BovA, a (P, P, 

Ο,Ο P, F, V)cum R, P, F? V V, LO, R, f joh 4 bals εἰ δὲ Bov- 
Aowro ἢ P,* B (P, R, O, F,* O, P, P,, V,") P, Py, zon "ere eee 

vacowro V, O, C y $ Monjoh 12 3 5 6 8 phot latt om ws μηδε 

fbalsr2 4 om as bals 3 4 καὶ cn PP WO PY, 

P,* καὶ μηδὲ bals εἰ de μη f matt 

1 [περι] 8e V, y (ec O, P,) 2 ro kvpiako Fy P,, V, ad 

tus (¢wra) ecclesiasticum veuocari latt reuocari res ecclesiasticas 
(monac 6243) revocare . . . dominicam (reg 1997) 9 εἰπερ 

β (exc P,) Mon P,, ejoh 2 zon εἰ f bals 4 om xa [μη] R, P, P, 
O, RB, RB, ecodov P, P, F, O, P, C V, Mon bals-com πεπραμ- 

pevov O, πεπραγμενων V,O, (2 F,*)8 V, O, P, P,, joh 3 4 zon 2 bals 

234 5 om rovro; P, M, Pe om την P, O, O, P,, zon 

2 bals 2 

1 η] καὶ LP, 2 «dofevevepanr. O, βουλειντο R, 3 [xpar.] 
avtav f zon 2 3 bals βδελυσοιντο Ὁ, R, (in R; Avoco sup ras) βδελλυσ- 

σοιντο Py O, M, εβδελλυσσοντο P,, ot δε βδελλυσσιντο joh 5 εἰ δε ovros 

βουλονται ἀπέχεσθαι ws pnde explicat Zonaras om ta V, om 

μετα B4 των [kpeov] O; 4 υπηκοιεν R5 Ἐς ὃ (exe Pg). υὑπεικεινεν L 

xv 1 emoxorw ug ovru Py, - [emox.] re Os 3 erre χρη [απολαβειν | joh 

1) 

3) 

16 matt 4 tiny | add τους κακως wynoapevous phot 5 αποδουναι 

B, f om TOvT. πλειονα P, THs Tins f 

et in codd regin 57, monac 45, brit mus add 28823. 

sed in cod monac 122 (? Photii) χωρεπισκοπους... πρεσβυτερους ToAEws . .. εν 
erepa. EXATTH enapxa (sic). 
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XVI Περὶ τῶν ἀλογευσαμένων ἢ καὶ àAoyevouérvov, ὅσοι πρὶν 

xvi 

^ , / y 

εἰκοσαετεῖς γενέσθαι ἥμαρτον, πέντε Kal δέκα ἔτεσιν ὑπο- 

πεσόντες κοινωνίας τυγχανέτωσαν τῆς εἰς τὰς προσευχάς, 
^ , ^ Lal 

εἶτα ἐν τῇ κοινωνίᾳ διατελέσαντες ἔτη πέντε, τότε kai τῆς 

προσφορᾶς ἐφαπτέσθωσαν' ἐξεταζέσθω δὲ αὐτῶν καὶ ὁ ἐν 
^ € , / ^ “ / ^ 

τῇ ὑποπτώσει βίος, καὶ οὕτως τυγχανέτωσαν τῆς φιλαν- 
^ / 

θρωπίας" εἰ δέ τινες κατακόρως ἐν τοῖς ἁμαρτήμασι γεγόνασι, 
Ν Ν ep € , “ ede / s τὴν μακρὰν ἐχέτωσαν ὑπόπτωσιν. ὅσοι δὲ ὑπερβάντες τὴν 

\ e^ ^ 

ἡλικίαν ταύτην Kal γυναῖκας ἔχοντες περιπεπτώκασι TO 

ἁμαρτήματι, πέντε καὶ εἴκοσι ἔτεσιν ὑποπεσόντες, κοινωνίας 
^ , ^ 

τυγχανέτωσαν τῆς eis τὰς προσευχάς, εἶτα ékreAécavres 
^ ^ n / a 

πέντε ἔτη ἐν TH κοινωνίᾳ TOV εὐχῶν τυγχανέτωσαν τῆς προσ- 
n" \ es , φορᾶς. εἰ δέ τινες Kal γυναῖκας ἔχοντες καὶ ὑπερβάντες τὸν 

a 3 n e x ^ 

TEVTNKOVTAETH χρόνον ἥμαρτον, ἐπὶ τῇ ἐξόδῳ τοῦ βίου rvy- 
t 

χανέτωσαν τῆς κοινωνίας. 

1 περι] add δε y (exc O, P,) 4 era] add και V, y (exc O, P,) 

P, f bals etn mevre hine incipit P, om της [mpoad.] 

ET P0, 8 οσοι δε] hic incipit novus canon O, V, R, 

12 ern| add erepa ὃ (exc P,,) joh 1 2 4 (joh 3 6 om erepa) altero 

quinquennio isid in qua quinquennio durantes dion 

1 adoywyev. O, B, aAAoyev. F, L om kat [adoy.] C P,, Mon joh 2 3 
zon 2 3 bals 3 2 eremw] ery zon 8. Kova... . TpoTEVX.]| κοινωνητωσαν 

των mpocevxav O, | om kow. τυγχ. 17, rvyxavverocav Ὁ, — Tvyxavero M, 

mpocevx.] add eta καὶ ev Tn κοινωνια διατελέσαντες κοινωνιας τυγχανετω- 

cav THs εἰς ras mpocevxas V,* Tys| τοις V, 4 ev τη kow] κοινωνίας 

v. διατελετωσαν M, και [rore] O, om Tore O, 5 om e£era- 

(ecOw . . . φιλανθρωπ. R, O; (in marg O4) om δε F, 6 vrorr.] 

υποστασει M, ἐποπτωσει 1, 7 karak.] κακουργως bals1*34 apaprnp.] 

add Tovro: e 8 exerocav την paxpav tr B, ὑποπτωσιν exer. tr P, 

joh 236 9 om ταυτην P, om και [yvv.] P4, joh 3 γυναικα 

P,, zon bals 4 10 αμαρτημ.] add rovro M, L zon-com om 

eteot P3, erg joh 2 €T. ὑυποπεσ.) er5 ὑυποπεσετωσαν και O; 11 tvy 

xav.] αξιουσθωσαν L mys] τὴν R5 om Ts εἰς Tas . . . Tvyxaver. Py, 
evxas V, joh 1 26 12 ev TQ kow.] τῆς κοινωνιας 7; ευχων] προσευχων 

Va ouvtvyxaverwoavyO, V; om της [πρ Ὁ, προσφορ. κοινωνιας LO, 

13 εἰ δε τιν. οἱ τι τινες Py υπεραναβαντες Ος ΡῈ om καὶ vr. F,* 

14 πεντηκοταετὴ RB, mevre καὶ εἰκοστον P, πεντήκοστον bals 2 (? Os) 

πεντηετη Fj* THs κοιν. τυγχ. tr V, 

ey 

- o 
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XVII Τοὺς ἀλογευσαμένους kai λεπροὺς ὄντας ἤτοι λεπρώσαντας. 
, / € € / Ψ 5 Ν / 

τούτους προσέταξεν 7] ἁγία σύνοδος eis τοὺς χειμαζομένους 
» 

εὔχεσθαι. 

XvIH Εἴ τινες ἐπίσκοποι κατασταθέντες kal μὴ δεχθέντες ὑπὸ 

ΧΙΧ 

^ / , y 3 ^ 3 / € / , τῆς παροικίας ἐκείνης, eis ἣν ὠνομάσθησαν, ἑτέραις βού- 
/ , / \ , X. ^ 

Aowro παροικίαις ἐπιέναι kal βιάζεσθαι τοὺς καθεστῶτας 
Ν ὃ ^ , 9. τὰ / * / - NN καὶ στάσεις κινεῖν kar αὐτῶν, τούτους ἀφορίζεσθαι: ἐὰν 

/ 

μέντοι βούλοιντο εἰς TO πρεσβυτέρειον καθέζεσθαι, ἔνθα ἦσαν 

πρότερον πρεσβύτεροι, μὴ ἀποβάλλεσθαι αὐτοὺς τῆς τιμῆς" 
3x * , M N ^ 5 £x , 
ἐὰν δὲ διαστασιάζωσι πρὸς τοὺς καθεστῶτας ἐκεῖ ἐπισκόπους, 
5 ^ 3 \ A Ν N ^ , Ν / ἀφαιρεῖσθαι αὐτοὺς καὶ τὴν τιμὴν TOD πρεσβυτερείου kai γί- 

νεσθαι αὐτοὺς ἐκκηρύκτους. 

Ὅσοι παρθενίαν ἐπαγγελλόμενοι ἀθετοῦσι τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν, 

τὸν τῶν διγάμων ὅρον ἐκπληρούτωσαν' τὰς μέντοι συνερχο- 

μένας παρθένους τισὶν ὡς ἀδελφὰς ἐκωλύσαμεν. 

“Vii 1 Oerwes P,O,O,P,C M, V, P. Ps, 8 εγ[καθεστωτας | ὃ (exc 

xix 

xvii 

P,,) joh 4 6 4 cav μεντοι hinc deficit RB, 6 αποβαλεσθαι 

R, OF 5.(ote M, P) 7 διστασιασουσι V, διστασιαζουσι F, F, 

στασιαζωσι C R,* Mon P, L O,f bals 4 matt 8 om xa [την ru. | 

BOUE 
1 Oca hinc incipit denuo P, επαγγελλ. a (B, P, O, P, V, 

V.) cum B (exc R, P, Pj) y Mon P,, O, f joh 6 zon zon-com bals 

ἐπαγγελομενοι EF, R, P, P, P,,V, L P,,joh 3 erayyeagevo: P, O,O, ὃ 

(exc P,,) joh 1 2 4 aristenus professi, polliciti isid quanti promi- 

serunt prisca promittentes dion 2 οὔτοι [τον] 8joh (cum 
joh 7): deest zn latt 3 om as BR, O, αδελῴοις f bals 

matt aristenus αδελῴους L tanquam sorores latt 

1 adoyevop. R, 2 eavrous P,, mpoetagev B, προσεταξεν Tovrovs 

tr V, bals 3 προσευχεσθαι P, f joh 

xviii 1 vro] παρα V, bals 3 2 BovXovro O, BovXovra: zon 3 3 emevat | 

xix 

εισιεναι F, ameva L f 4 cvoraces O, V; καθ eavrov Og adop.| 

add ev0a ησαν mporepov πρεσβυτεροι F, 5 καθεσζεσθαι V, καθ. eis TO 

mp. tr Ps mpotepat V, 6 om της O, F, 7 om eay διασταζί. 

. τὴν τιμὴν Py προς] mpovs O, emigk.] επιτροποις P, 

8 avro L πρεσβυτερου C Mon P,; P,, bals 3 matt 9 om avrovs 

LP; ενκηρυκτους V, 

l enayy] add kav avipes ev xav γυναικες (ex comm. Zonarae) Py, 
279...0p» L mAgpovr. L Py, ekmA7p. opov tr E 

on 
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"Ed j 05 ἢ evon τις, ev ἑπτὰ ἔτεσι XX Kay τινος γυνὴ μοιχευθὴ ἡ μοιχευσῃ , 
^ ^ ^ \ \ \ Ν 

δεῖ αὐτὸν τοῦ τελείου τυχεῖν κατὰ τοὺς βαθμοὺς τοὺς προ- 

áyorras. 
^ ^ ^ "^ \ 3 ^ Ν 

XXI Περὶ τῶν γυναικῶν τῶν ἐκπορνευουσῶν καὶ ἀναιρουσῶν τὰ 
, ^ ^ , "^ € b , 

γεννώμενα καὶ σπουδαζουσῶν φθόρια ποιεῖν, ὁ μὲν πρότερος 
, / E 

ὅρος μέχρις ἐξόδου ἐκώλυσεν, καὶ rovro συντίθενται" φιλαν- 
^ ἃ 

θρωπότερον δέ τι εὑρόντες ὡρίσαμεν δεκαετῇ χρόνον κατὰ 
: / 

τοὺς βαθμοὺς τοὺς ὡρισμένους. 
/ ^ 

XXII Περὶ ἑκουσίων φόνων, ὑποπιπτέτωσαν μέν, τοῦ δὲ τελείου ἐν 

τῷ τέλει τοῦ βίου καταξιούσθωσαν. 

XXII 'Ezi ἀκουσίων φόνων, 6 μὲν πρότερος ὅρος ἐν ἑπταετίᾳ κε- 
^ ^ ^ € / 

λεύει τοῦ τελείου μετασχεῖν κατὰ τοὺς ὡρισμένους βαθμούς" 

ὁ δὲ δεύτερος τὸν πενταετῆ χρόνον πληρῶσαι. 

xx 2 de a cum y ὃ V, Mon joh phot bals δοκει B (P, def) P,,ef zon 

reddatur isid consequi oportet dion oportet prisca προσαγοντας 

R,* R,O, O, 

xxi 2 σπουδασων ὃ (exc M, P,,) πρωτος ὃ (exc P,,) joh 3 (joh 1 

2 4 6 mporepos) mpwrepos P,, antiqua isid dion primum constitu- 
twm prisca 8 ovvriderar y (exc P,) V, f joh 2 4 συντιθεσθαι 

P,: latt om και rovr. συντιθ. 4 xpovov] add πληρωσαι F,3 ὃ 

joh 1 2 3 4 epwper.] add πληρωσαι V, y f phot bals: πληρ. deest 

en latt 

Ordo cc. xxii, xxiii invertitur in P, P, efzon bals matt 

xxiill Ἐπὶ a cum B (exc O,P,) y P,, V, Mon joh 2 3 6 phot I1ep O, P, 

C8 (exc P,,) P, e f joh 1 4 zon bals 8 ἐκπληρωσαι ὃ (exc P,,) 

explere dion 

XX 1 mwos] tis V, 2 om rvxev F,* κατα Tous προ. Bab. Ps 

xxi 1 om Tov L πορνευουσων V, exmopvevowy V, P, αναιρουντων O, 

2 yevvopeva O, R; M; Py, V, wevoueva V,* R5; F; M; O, Py, vyeyevvgueva 1, 

καὶ [$00pia ] C φθοροποιειν P4, joh 3 3 exwdve phot 4 om δε 

Py om T. O, R,* eup. ] ποιουντες P,; P,, bals matt 5 ad finem 

add τὴ aya συνοδω V, Tov Tov προσκλαιοντος Tov akpowpevou TOV ὑυποπεσον- 

Tos τους συνεστωτας (schol. in M, ex comm Zonarae) M, 
Xxiil τῶν [exovo.] F, P, bals 4 υποπιπετ. Ry μεν] δε L του τελ. 

de tr f zon 3 bals τελειου)] TeAovs L προς Tw τελει P, joh 
2 αξιουσθωσαν L 

xxiil axovc.] add δὲ Mon mpwrepos ἘΠ᾿ M, Ῥ V. mpwros Ἐς M; joh 4 

erra erg Py, επταετι Fy 3 om rov Oz O, 

or 
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XXIV Of καταμαντευόμενοι Kal ταῖς συνηθείαις τῶν ἐθνῶν ἐξακο- 
^ ^ , , / > Ν ε ^ x 3 ἢ 

λουθοῦντες ἢ eloáyorvrés τινας els τοὺς ἑαυτῶν οἴκους ἐπὶ 
> / ^ ^ \ , qe N , / ἀνευρέσει φαρμακειῶν ἢ καὶ καθάρσει, ὑπὸ τὸν κανόνα πιπτέ- 

τωσαν τῆς πενταετίας κατὰ τοὺς βαθμοὺς τοὺς ὡρισμένους, 
y. » € / \ 7 κα ee x x. 

τρία ἔτη ὑποπτώσεως Kal δύο ἔτη εὐχῆς χωρὶς προσφορᾶς. 

xxv Μνηστευσάμενός τις κόρην προσεφθάρη τῇ ἀδελφῇ αὐτῆς, 
€ τυ ^ Od terae NA N v ^ ὡς καὶ ἐπιφορῆσαι αὐτήν" ἔγημεν δὲ τὴν μνηστὴν μετὰ ταῦτα, 

ἡ δὲ φθαρεῖσα ἀπήγξατο" οἱ συνειδότες ἐκελεύσθησαν ἐν 

δεκαετίᾳ δεχθῆναι εἰς τοὺς συνεστῶτας κατὰ τοὺς ὡρισμένους 
, 

βαθμούς. 

Σεῖν Ὁ ρον PP PE * OP CY, κατακολουθ. P,, f bals 

8 αναιρεσει V, Mon P,, L O, f matt ἀνερευνησει P,, joh 2 (avatpev- 

νήσει joh 3) om ka. O, P, V, V, V, V, Lf bals1 34 

5 τῆς [υποπτ.] 9 (exc P,,) joh 1 4 

xxv 1 eav [προσεφθαρη] y (exc R,: O2 del eav) V, si quis sponsam 

habens isid sed quidam sponsam habens cod monac 6243 et dion 

2 επιφορησαι a (exc R, P,*) cum R, P, F8 O3 8 (exe M, M,) V, 

Mon? P,, L joh 2 3 6 7 phot bals επιῴορεσαι R, P,* B (exe R, P,) 
Mon* O, P, joh 1 zon εμφορησαι y (emupopnoa O,% εφορησαι ἘΝ) 

επιφορτισαι (ex schol Mj) M, M, joh 48 επιφωρασαι f 3 7 Oe 

aden n $0. Sjoh: x αδελῴφη deest in latt 4 δεκα ereaw P, 

e f zon 

xxiv 2 ouovs avrov M, ow. cavr. joh 3 3 om ἡ F,joh 234 7 και και O, 
καθαρσει] avevpecer O,* 4 mevra.] e£aerias L 5 om ern [evxgs] Py, e 

om evxns P,, P44 joh 2 34 om xwpis F,* της [pocQ.] Py 

xxv 1 eav τις mp. O,* προεφθαρὴ P,, fjoh 2 mpocepOape 5 (exe P,,) V4joh 3 4 
2 om και [emop.] € επιφορτησαι schol. in M, V et in marg Vz et in 

textu joh 8 μνηστευθεισαν M, peravra Vz 3 om be P, 

οι] add δε R, M, συνοιδοτες O; 4 δεκατια P, om δεχθηναι R4 O;* 

(in marg O1) eis] avrovs P, 5 θειους [Ba0y.] V, 

In textu P,4 Epunveia ex comm. Zonarae sequuntur cc. x, xiv, xv; in textu 

C ἑρμηνείαι quae nec in Zonara nec in Balsamone reperiuntur, sequuntur 

ec. vi (σκοπεῖ πῶς τὴν κοινωνίαν k. T. À.), X (δοκεῖ μάχεσθαι i. T. A.) ; cf. etiam 

cc. i, vi. 



The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 155 

B. ESSAY. 

The aim of the present essay is to offer a small contribution 

to the work of forming an accurate text of the Canons: a 

work which has indeed yet to be begun. For the great 

editors of the Canons from Justel downwards have practically 

omitted that part of their labours: they have consulted but 

few MSS, and in their editions have as a rule specified the 

authorities neither for their text, nor for the variants which 

they have added. It is true that Cardinal Pitra felt the de- 

ficiency and set himself to the task ; but his apparatus criticus 

is not only inadequate, and by no means exhaustive, but also 

ineorreet, some of the readings he cites from Vatican MSS 

being certainly wrong!. Thus in the want of a critical edition 

errors have become stereotyped in the printed text; for ex- 

ample, confining ourselves in this essay to the Canons of 

Aneyra, I have been able to find no MS authority whatever 

for two readings in the edition at present most accessible, 

I mean that of Bruns?, viz.: cec. xv ἀναβαλεῖσθαι, xxiv om 

τοὺς [ὡρισμένους] ; his reading ἔτη ὑποπεσέτωσαν καί (c. xvi) 

only occurs in one MS, Ο, ; other readings have only very 

weak, or late authority, e.g. in c. xill, χωρεπισκόπους, ἀλλὰ 

μηδέ. Again, many of the variants given in his footnotes 

I have come across in no MS, e.g. 6. 1 προσαχθῶσι, 111 περι- 

σκεθέντας, ἁμαρτήσαντας, x γαμεῖν, xvi Περὶ τῶν ἀλόγως k.T.A., 

xxi συνπίθενται, while most of the readings cited from 

Beveredge are really due to Balsamon, as Beveredge's text 

was simply a reprint of a fourteenth century MS of 

Balsamon's commentary (bals 2). 

| E.g. in his app. crit. on the Ancyran Canons, c. ii ἱερᾶς om vatic. 2 ( — E), 
iii ὑπό τινων, cum. vatic., iv σφοδροτέρῳ vatic. 2, vi om τις vatic. 2, 3, xiii χωρε- 

πισκόπους vulgo, ἐν ἑκάστῃ vatic. 2, xx ἐάν Tis γυνή vatic, 2, are certainly wrong. 

? Can. Apost. et Concil. recognovit H. T. Bruns. Berlin, 1839. His text is 
based on Mansi's edition of 1759. 
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For the present apparatus criticus we have collations of 45 

MSS of the Councils and about 12 MSS of editors and com- 

mentators, the printed texts of the commentators and Latin 

versions, with a few readings from MSS of the latter. The 

examination of these authorities points to some preliminary 

considerations. 

(a) The early MSS, at least those of the tenth and eleventh 

century, very readily fall into three distinct groups, a, B, y: 

in the five oldest of our MSS, of the tenth century, we have 

an extreme and exclusive type of each of these groups. How- 

ever as the MSS get later, we find the lateness of date 

marked not only by a great increase in the number of variants 

and in inaccuracy, but also by confusion between the group 

readings. In the twelfth century, for instance (when also a 

new and distinct group 9 comes first within our view), a MS 

of a, Vi, begins to show several distinct readings of y and ὃ ; 

e.g. 16 reads with y ὃ e. viii κοινωνείτωσαν, xiv βδελύσσοιντο, 

xxi add πληρῶσαι: with ὃ, c. vi μόνῃ (cf. Y), xv πεπραγμένων: 

with y, c. iil προσδεχθήτωσαν, vii [ἴδια] δέ, x καθιστάμενοι ὅσοι 

διεμαρτύραντο, παρασιωπήσαντες, Xv [Περὶ] δέ, xvi [εἶτα] καί. 

In f also we find for the first time signs of connection with ὃ, 

e.g. P, reads e. lll περισχεθέντας, ἐμβαλόντων, and with C 

v κοινωνείτωσαν, xxiii Περί, C also has xiv βδελύσσοιντο. In 

the next century, our « MS O, has characteristics both of B 

(c. 11 ἱερᾶς, τούτους, iv σφοδροτέρῳ) and of ὃ (c. 1 ἀναπαλαίσαντας, 

il ἐμβαλόντων, vil κοινωνήτωσαν, xiv βδελύσοιντο, Xv Tenpay- 

μένων, xix ἐπαγγειλάμενοι). We also reach some MSS which 

might be assigned to a, but have so many agreements with 

other families, that they are best left apart. E.g. V, has c. 

ii τούτους with B, ce. v and viii κοινωνείτωσαν, xv mempay- 

μένων with ὃ, and c. 11 ἄρτου, Vill κοινωνείτωσαν, xv TO kvptakà, 

xxl συντίθεται, xxv ἐὰν προσεφθάρη with y—but on the other 

hand e. xiv ei δὲ μὴ βούλοιντο with a: V, is also marked by 

a number of interpolations, e.g. φησιν, ὡς εἴρηται, TH ἁγίᾳ 

συνόδῳ, etc. Mon. has some marked coincidences with , 

e.g. €. lll προσάγεσθαι, vi om τις, XV εἴσοδον, but also c. v 
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κοινωνείτωσαν with ὃ, xiv βδελύσσοιντο with y 8. Further 

these later MSS have a number of entirely new, or exegetical, 

readings. This confusion then of group readings occurring 

only in late MSS ought not to affect our division of the 

earlier MSS. It will only serve to show (1) that these 

readings are likely corrections or errors, and so were such in 

their origin, or (2) that the existence of certain various read- 

ings and recensions had become known and exercised influ- 

ence. At the same time in our treatment of the groups we 

must bear in mind the distinction between these two classes 

of variations: (1) those peculiar to the group, or ‘ group read- 

ings, (2) those supported by other groups or external evidence, 

which may accordingly be, not marks of a group, but the right 

reading. 

(b) There is another cause to which probably a great number 

of the various readings are due. From very early times, from 

John of Antioch in the sixth century onwards the Canons 

have been subject to the operations of numerous editors and 

commentators: editors who have arranged the Canons in col- 

lections (συντάγματα) according to their subject-matter, such 

as John Scholasticus, presbyter of Antioch, patriarch of Con- 

stantinople in 564, Photius, patriarch in the ninth century, 

Symeon the Logothete, and the Azeromonachus Matthew Blastar 

(e. 1335), and commentators who have written commentaries 

on the text, such as John Zonaras, drungarius and protos a 

secretis, who wrote before 1120, Alexander Aristenus, and 

Theodore Balsamon, patriarch of Antioch, disappointed of the 

patriarchate of Constantinople about 1190. If these nume- 

rous editors have not arbitrarily emended the text, yet their 

glosses and interpretations may easily have caused variants, 

asin some MSS their actual words have crept into the text: 

thus comments of Zonaras occur in the text of M, (cc. v, xxi), 

of LO, P,, (c. vii), and of P,, (e. xix); other scholia are found 

in P, (e. i) and C (ec. 1, vi. Hence if we find a variant in 

some MSS agreeing with the text of a commentator, and not 

of older date, we shall not err in ascribing it to his influence; 
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and in fact we shall not err in assigning to that source the 

great mass of late variants. To confirm this presumption 

we give a list of readings occurring in late MSS and also in 

Zonaras and Balsamon and possibly due to them :— 

c. iv om μόνης bals V, 

v add xpóve zon P,, O, P,, 

add ἔτει bals f 

vi τὴν é€aeriav balse f 

vii ἢ [καὶ $ay.] zon bals matt P,, e f 
ἕκαστον p. τῆς προσφ. zon bals P, ef 

ἐστι τὸ [δοκιμ.] bals f 

xi ὑπ, ἄλλ. ἁρπ. μετὰ ταῦτα (tr) bals V, f 

μνηστευσαμένοις zon bals 3 matt F,* L P,, P,, f 

xil χωρεπίσκοπον bals-com matt P,, 

πρεσβύτερον zon 2 3 bals-com (matt) C P,, 
xiv om καὶ | ámexop.] zon bals P,, ef 

[κρατεῖν] αὐτῶν zon 2 balsf 

om ὡς μηδέ balsf 

xv εἰ προσήκει bals f 

xvii προσέταξεν τούτοις (tr) bals V, 

xix ἀδελφοῖς aristenus bals matt f 

xxl ποιοῦντες bals matt P,, (P,,) 

cc. xxii, xxiii énvert zon bals matt P, P,, ef 

xxii ro) red. δέ (tr) bals f 

xxlv κατακολουθοῦντες bals P,, f 

xxv δεκὰ ἔτεσιν zon P,, ef 

The following readings are probably due to Matthew 

Blastar :— 

c. xill διὰ γραμμάτων matt f 

xlv ei δὲ μὴ ὑπείκοιεν matt f 

xvli τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου matt f 

cf. c, xxiv ἀναιρέσει matt V, Mon P,, L O,f 

The following readings, which are certainly not right, 

should also be noticed :— 

c.v rpiería O4 P,C V, F,2 Mone fzon bals aristenus 
vi [συνόδου] αὐτῆς P, F, C f zon bals 

τὴν τῆς é£aerías P, F, C Mon P,, zon 

x ἐμαρτυρήσαντο P, F,* C Mon* L fzon 
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Readings which may be due to Photius are :— 

C.vii ἑκάστῳ... ἐξέστω phot O, 

xil ἐπισκόποις πόλεως phot Τὶ, O, P, C;? 

xxi [ὡρισμ.] πληρῶσαι phot V, y f bals 

The close relation between the texts of John of Antioch 

and group 9 will be considered later on. 

(c) The extent of the diffieulty caused by the influence of 

editors and commentators will be seen, when we realize that 

we have no independent MS prior to their work. Zonaras 

and Balsamon are indeed late (twelfth century), but we have 

no MS older than the ninth century, in which Photius 

lived, while John of Antioch dates three centuries earlier, and 

the MSS of his Syatagma are about as old as those which we 

possess of the Canons themselves. Thus we have no inde- 

pendent MSS, and in fact the families of the MSS do seem 

to eorrespond to the texts of these editors: the text of John 

Schol and of ὃ are very similar; the same might almost 

be said of « and Photius; and, though indeed there is not 

the same extent of similarity, yet the texts of Zonaras and 

Balsamon seem based on those of B and y respectively—at 

least there are several coincidences which point to this con- 

clusion ; lastly, some striking coincidences imply that the 

text of f with its numerous fresh variants is that of Matthew 

Blastar. Τὸ form an estimate of the trustworthiness of these 

editors we can only argue from (1) internal evidence and 

(2) the renderings of the versions. 

Of the versions, the most important is the Latin, which we 

possess in three forms, in the so-called Isidorian and ‘ Prisca ’ 

versions, and in the translation of Dionysius Exiguus. This 

evidence ought to be important, as the versions were made early ; 

the Isidorian 1n the first half, and the Prisca in the second half 

of the fifth century, while Dionysius must have translated the 

Canons before 523, when Pope Hormisdas died!. On the other 

* For all statements concerning the Latin versions and mss reference is 

made once for all to Maassen Geschichte der Quellen in der Literatur des 
canonischen Rechts im Abenlande. 
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hand, the Latin is not so helpful as it ought to be, (a) because 

of the variety of the translations: of the so-called Isidorian 

version there are two very different forms!; the two MSS? of 

the Prisca by no means agree; and of Dionysius’ text there 

are four distinct recensions?. Further, of these versions 

themselves we possess at present no critical edition, the de- 

sirability of which will be seen when we come to discuss the 

thirteenth Canon of Ancyra. (^) The early translators seem 

to have been very ignorant of Greek, or at least very often 

quite unable to understand the meaning of the Ancyran 

Canons. Hence, not only do we have wrong translations, 

as e.g. 1n 6. vil for τὸ δὲ εἰ χρὴ μετὰ τῆς προσφορᾶς k.T.A. 

the Prisca gives us quia oportet et post oblationem unumquemque 

episcopum probare, but the translators give such free renderings 

or paraphrases as to throw little light on the original Greek. 

The difficult passage in c. lii περισχισθέντας ἤτοι εἰς χεῖρας 

was too hard for them, and they afford us no help; for c. xiv 

the Isidorian translators give a lengthy paraphrase, while the 

Prisea so abbreviates it that we cannot tell whether βδελύσ- 

cowro was read or no. In the Isidorian text we have lengthy 

explanations of ἀλογευομένων in c. xvi and of διγάμων in c. xix, 

while it renders ὡς καὶ ἐπιφορῆσαι αὐτήν in e. xxv eique inhae- 

serit tamquam, suae et sibi expetendam. esse coniunctionem : ἐάν 

τινος γυνὴ μοιχευθῇ in 6. xx, and καὶ τούτῳ συντίθενται in 6. xxi 

it omits altogether. Even Dionysius, in spite of his claim 

to greater accuracy, is by no means immaculate, thus e.g. 

ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστου (c. vii) he renders e£ singulos actus, μετὰ γραμμάτων 

(c. xiii) vel litteris, καὶ μὴ ὑπείκοιεν (c. xiv) tanquam non con- 

sentientes ; kai τούτῳ συντιθένται in c. xxi he also omits*. 

To turn now to the MSS themselves, as has been already 

said, the early MSS readily fall into three families a, B, y, 

1 The vulgate text, and the older form found in the Freising ms (cod. 
monac. 6243) and the Wurzburg ms (cod. mp. th. f. 146). 

2 Codd. vatic. reg. 1997 and bod. mus. 10r, 102, 103. 
3 The first and second editions by Dionysius himself, the Dionysio-Hadrian 

edition, and the Bobbian Dionysius. 
* Of, the Latin renderings given on pp. 186, 187. 
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and a fourth distinct family ὃ appears in the twelfth century : 

in the case of B and y, it is true, it is hard to form a fixed line 

of demarcation and a fixed text, but there are distinct classes 

of passages where we may expect variations in each group 

respectively, and the MSS in each group all tend towards a 

definite type of text. It is then time to give the characteris- 

tie readings of each group. 

a. As this essay does not profess to restore the original text 

of the canons, the text of one of the groups has been printed, 

and that of « chosen on the assumption, to be subsequently 

verified, that it is the nearest representative of the original text. 

And this on the following grounds: (1) its MS authority, 

including three MSS of the tenth century, is as good as or 

better than that of the other families; (2) these MSS give a 

very definite type of text; (3) this text is the easiest one to 

assume as the basis of the others, as it occupies a middle posi- 

tion from which the other three groups diverge in different 

directions, whereas each of the other groups possesses a number 

of distinetive readings which would have to be discarded 

before it could serve as the starting point for variation in the 

directions of the other groups ; (4) in many cases the internal 

evidence is distinctly in favour of «. The MSS are R, P, P, 

(s. x) O, O, P, F, (s. xi) V, (s. xii) Og (s. xiii) V; (s. xv); and the 

text differs from that of Bruns as follows :— 

α 6. ll ἱερατικῆς Bruns: ἱερᾶς 
, f 

συνείδοιεν συνίδοιεν 

lil προάγεσθαι προσάγεσθαι 
α > , , , ^, 4 

Vl εἰ μέντοι τις κίνδυνος εἰ μέντοι κΐνδυνος 

vil ἐξετάσαι ἀξιῶσαι 

xil χωρεπισκόποις χωρεπισκόπους 

ἀλλὰ μὴν μηδέ ἀλλὰ μηδέ 

xiv ei δὲ μὴ βούλοιντο 
€ 

καὶ μὴ ὑπείκοιεν 

εἰ δὲ βούλοιντο 
A c.a «te , 

Kal εἰ μὴ UTTELKOLEV 

XV ἀνακαλεῖσθαι ἀναβαλεῖσθαι 
» » 

etre εἴπερ 
, » πρόσοδον εἴσοδον 

T. - € , » ς , , 
XVl ἔτεσιν ὑποπεσόντες ἔτη ὑποπεσέτωσαν καί 

VOL. III, 



162 The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 

8: xx δεῖ δοκεῖ 

xxlv ἔθνων χρόνων 
A JU MJ € , 1 A € , 

τοὺς βαθμοὺς rovs ὡρισμένους τοὺς βαθμοὺς ὡρισμένους 

XXV ἐπιφορῆσαι ἐπιφορέσαι 

This text has a great similarity to that of Photius!, which 

however presents the following variants:— 

c. 1 dvazaAaícavras X [ἐπιτραπῆναι] αὐτοῖς 

11 τούτους συνίδοιεν Xll ἐπισκόποις πόλεως 

om τῆς τε [τοῦ ἄρτου] ΧΙΥ εἰ δὲ βδελύσσοιντο 

Ml ἀνάγκης xv [τιμὴν] τοὺς κακῶς ὠνησαμέ- 

προεξητάσθη νους [εἴτε] 

Υ [6] προέχων [βίος] xvil Οἵτινες (tit 1, sed im iit 8 

vl om ἡμέραν Εἴ τινες) 

πληρῶσιν XX1 ἐκώλυε 

om τις [ὡρισμένους] πληρῶσαι 
ae e 5/ 

vli ékdoT@.. . ἐξέστω 

Within the group we have these variants in more than one 

MS:— 

c. 1 ἀναπαλαίσαντας P,* O,O, cwm Ῥ ἃ ὃ ejoh phot ete 

11 τούτους O, P, O, V, B P, M,* P,, V, phot 

ἐμβαλόντων F, O, P, 0,9 P,, O, P,, zon eic 

111 προεξητάσθη P, F, V, ΡΥ f phot 

vi ἐπιτρεψάντων B, P, 

vil ἢ ἐν τόπῳ F, V, F,? V, 8 joh 

Vili τριετίαν O, F, C V, Mon 

ὑποπεσάτωσαν h, P, P, BOT. 

κοινωνείτωσαν V, O, P, y5 V, LR, fjoh etc 

xiv εἰ δὲ βούλοιντο R, P,* ΒΡ P,, zon 
εἰ δὲ βδελύσσοιντο V, O, C y 8 Mon joh phot latt 

xv om καὶ [μή] R, P, P, O, H.E. 
πεπραγμένων V, O, 9. VO. P. Eu 

om τὴν [τιμήν] P, O, O, P 

om τῆς [προσφ.] R, P, P, O, 

Ὅσοι δέ incip nov can O,V. RK, 
ee XV 

συν[ τυγχανέτωσαν Οὐ V, 

xvii Οἵτινες P, D. O, P, C M,V, Ps P, 

! For whose text, however, we have to rely on the accuracy of Card. Mai's 
printed edition: cf. p. 141. 

2 This reading is not significant. The illuminator seeing τίνες might readily 
suppose it to be the familiar Οἰτινες. 
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c. XVill συστάσεις O, V, | 

xix ἐπαγγειλάμενοι P, O, O, 8 joh 1 2 4 

om ὡς R, O, 

xxiv om καί O, P, V, V, V, V, L f bals 

xxv ἐπιφορέσαι R, P,* B Mon* O, P,, zon 

The following significant readings occur in single MSS :— 

in V, c. iii προσδεχθήτωσαν cum y bals 

Vl μόνῃ R, R , F, 5 P,, joh 

vii [ia] δέ Y 

X καθιστάμενοι doo... 

διεμαρτύραντο y (bals) 

παρασιωπήσαντες (1R,*) F, bals 

xv [Περὶ] δέ y 

xvi [εἶτα] καί y P,, f bals 
XVli προσέταξεν τούτους tr. bals 

Xxi [ὡρισμ.] πληρῶσαι — y f phot bals (cf 9) 

in O, c. v τριετίᾳ * cum P, C V, Mon e fzon bals 

in F, c. iii προσάγεσθαι (τα m.)cum B R, O, F, M, M, P,, Mone 

Vil ἑκάστου P2R,O, P, B,,joh2346 

]X κοινωνείτωσαν PP ORG, SMOD HE 

XV τῷ κυριακῷ ὙΕΤΟΥ͂, 

XIX ἐπαγγελόμενοι ΡΣ 

in 0, c. li ἱερᾶς cum B P,, e zon 
iv σφοδροτέρῳ (τα m.) PPIB 0v 

vii ἑκάστῳ... ἐξέστω phot 

Among the MSS we notice a close agreement between per- 

haps the two oldest MSS of all—R, P,, in fact they only differ 

in two places, c. vii ἑορτῇ τῇ ἐθν. R, and c. ix om ἔτη R,. Thus 

our two oldest MSS, and they of the tenth century, having 

been copied from the same archetype (hardly from one another, 

being of the same age), their text, which is practically a, is 

carried back to a much earlier date. It is to be marked that 

these MSS agree with B in two significant places, cc. xiv, xxv. 

V,, our latest MS included in the group, is most probably a 

copy of O,, as it only varies from it in reading c. 111 zpoe£z- 

! O, also reads τριετίαν in c. viii, Mon. agreeing with it in both places: the 
readings here probably affected one another. 

M 2 
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τάσθη, c. vii ἢ ἐν τόπῳ. In O, we see for the first time the un- 

doubted hand of the corrector, viz. in e. v τριετίᾳ; and the 

eroup further shows how the variants and agreements with 

other families creep in. Thus a later MS, O, (s. xiii), has dis- 

tinetive readings both of B, y, and 8, the value of which will 

be examined later; O, also has an emendation of Photius in 

c. vii (ef. also c. xiv). Lastly, V, has a very close agreement 

with y, only it retains a’s readings on some most decisive 

points; it shows a remarkable agreement in these variations 

and others with Balsamon, cf. the lists on p. 20. 

B. This group shows a gradual deflection from a, so that 

it is difficult to give an exact text, but the following list 

of variants will show the direction and the degree of the 

divergence. The MSS are P, (s. x) R, R, O, P, P, F, O, (s. x1) 

P, P, P,, C (s. xii) V, (s. xiii), but in P, cc. i-xvi, and in P, cc. 

vi-xvii are wanting, so that they are not counted in the 

following table. 

Variants from a in 11 MSS :— 

c. XX. δοκεῖ omn+ P, cum P,,ef zon 

in 10° MSS :-.- 

xv εἴπερ P,R,R,O,F, "d τ so 1 Congr. 

POW: x cum a PD, 

in 9 MS8:— 

ii rovrovs P, R, O, P, F, O, \ OFF; 0, Vier 

E Lm Le (R, roUro) M,* PV, phot T C 

συνίδοιεν P, R, R, O, o j V,O, P,, Mon R, 

PD. e Noor. bals P, E, 

111 προσάγεσθαι ἐμ R, E, Pu E,* B. O, F M, 

F,O, P, C V,4- hg M,P,, Mone Tre 

xxv ἐπιφορέσαι P, B, 0; B \ πὶ E Mon* O, 

OT Lot EE Ῥω zon R, P, (F3) 

in 8 MSS :— 

vil ἀξιῶσαι P, R, R, O, F,* 

Pu P, Pio V, 
iv εἰ δὲ βούλοιντο P, R, O, 

FO PEIUS R, P,* P, Py, zon R, PES 

X T 
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in; MSS:— 
nom pas r, P, FO, P,, C 

Vi+P, O, P,, ezon R, R, O, P, 

vi omis P,P, F,O, P,,CV, . V, MonB,efzonbals R,R,O,P, 
xv ἔσοδον" P, F, O, B, CV, Mon R, R, O, P, 

in 6 MSS!;— 

Nein] P,* P, F, O, PV, p^ PIH.RO P.C 

xxiv. χρόνων P, P,* F,* O,C V, - P,P, R, R,O, P, P, (P AF.) 

in 5 MSS:— 

iv σφοδροτέρῳ P,P,*F,*O,V,  O,* HB ὃ PSP P PC 

These readings also are to be noticed :— 

c. ll. τῆς p. ἄλλης τιμῆς μετέχειν P, Ν᾽, ἃ cf R4, matt 

om πάσης F, cum P, BR, 

om τῆς [ἱερᾶς] P, O,8 Mon 

ἄρτου P, F, P,, P. M. 

ill περισχεθέντας P, O, 0,58 LO, RB, f joh 

ἐμβαλόντων P, F, O, O, 8 P,, O, P,, zon 

v κοινωνείτωσαν F, P, P,, C V, P, 0,8 V, Mon P,, L f bals 

τριετίᾳ P, C V, O, Mon e f zon bals 

vl μόνῃ h, V, B, F, 8 P,, joh 

αὐτῆς P, F, C f zon bals 

τὴν τῆς ἑξαετίας P, F, C Mon P,, zon 

vii ἢ [ev τόπῳ] FV, F,V.9johr 246 

ἑκάστου Pa FR,O,PP,joh2346 

vii τριετίαν C O, F, V, Mon 

ix μὲν ἔτη tr R, F, ia 

κοινωνείτωσαν F, P,, C (nr) ESO MY, PET 

X ἐμαρτυρήσαντο P, F,* C Mon* L fzon 

xil om μήν O, (Bruns) 
πρεσβύτερον C P,,zon 

xiv βδελύσσοιντο C V, O, y ὃ Mon joh phot 

xvi ἔτη ὑποπεσέτωσαν καί O, (Bruns) 

Xix ἐπαγγελόμενοι R, P, P, FPuV Te. 

xxi [χρόνον] πληρῶσαι F,* ὃ (y) 

xxii, xxiii invert P, P, efzon bals matt 

xxii Περί O, P, C 9 P, efzon bals 

The group seems to fall roughly into two divisions, measured 

by their divergence from a. Nearer to a we have R, R, O, P; 

! Also an itacism c. v. ἀνακλήσεως R, O, Εἰ O; P,, C + P,. 
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which we may call B,, and of these R, is perhaps the closest 

to a. Further off we have B, composed of P, F, O; P,, V,, 

among which P,, is not so advanced as the others. We 

notice that these are later MSS, except P, which appears to 

be the earliest MS of B, and which represents the extreme 

limit of its variation. P, is in a peculiar position, contradict- 

ing the order of the group, it has the peculiar marks of B,, but 

not those variations from a which are common to both B, and 

B,. F, has been much corrected, generally into agreement with 

a, e. g. 6. lv φαιδροτέρῳ, vli ἐξετάσαι, x ἐμαρτύραντο, xiv ei δὲ 

μὴ βούλ. xxiv ἐθνῶν, xxv ἐπιφορῆσαι : but cf. also e. vii ἢ ἐν 

τόπῳ, xxi add πληρῶσαι. O; is the MS whose peculiar read- 

ings In c. xili, xvi are followed by Bruns. 

The first list of readings sufficiently marks off B as a family 

by itself, distinct from the other families. The only traces 

of connection are in the second class of readings, and they 

occur mostly in later MSS, are many of them easy corruptions 

or obvious mistakes (ef. especially c. ii ἄρτου, e. vi τὴν τῆς 

ἑξαετίας, c. xix ἐπαγγελόμενοι, which are clearly transitional 

readings), and in any ease are too sporadie to interfere definitely 

with the division into families. 

The only seeming exception is P, which in only twelve 

canons has several coincidences with ὃ, c. 1i τούτοις, 111 περισχε- 

θέντας, ἐμβαλόντων, v κοινωνείτωσαν, xxli Περί, cf. also v 

ἀνακλήσεως, 11 θέλοιεν, xix ἐπαγγελόμενοι. The deficiencies 

of P, may perhaps be supplied by C. These two MSS agree 

remarkably in their contents, order, etc., so that probably 

they are copies of the same MS: this presumption is confirmed 

by the striking agreement in their readings, e. g. the insertion 

of the same scholion in c. 1, θέλοιεν, τούτοις, τριετίᾳ, κοινωνεί- 

rocav, Περί, e¢c., and so, confirming the tendency of P,, C alone 

of B reads βδελύσσοιντο in c. xiv. On the other hand, C does 

not read περισχεθέντας, ἐμβαλόντων, ἐπαγγελόμενοι, which is 

important as showing that these readings may have been 

variants from his copy made by P's seribe. Nor indeed was 

the seribe of C very careful, as is shown by the following 
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mistakes or emendations, c. v τριετίᾳ, Vi αὐτῆς, τὴν τῆς ἑξαετίας, 

λελόγισται, παροῦσαν (for πᾶσαν), Vili τριετίαν, xi μεμνηστευσα- 

μένοις, xiii πρεσβύτερον, xviii Οἵτινες, στασιάζωσι, πρεσβυτέρου. 

y is a family considerably harder to define than B : in fact 

it seems composed of MSS in various transitional stages. 

However the variation seems in the direction of a certain type 

represented in R,, and a similar list as in the case of B will 

give us a class of readings distinctive of a Seta The MSS 

are R, (s. x) R, O, (s. xi) P, (s. xii) O; F, (s. xiii) ; i-lv are 

wanting in R,. 

Variants from α in all the MSS :— 

c. li reice ἄρτον ἢ ποτήριον (R, def) 

iil προσδεχθήτωσαν (R, def) cum V, bals 

x διεμαρτύραντο (pro εἰ ép.) bals 

ΧΕ retce πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως 

ἑκάστῃ ὃ joh latt 

xiv ei δὲ βδελύσσοιντο V,0,C$ Mon joh (exc 4) phot latt 

XV τῷ κυριακῷ FE. PV. 

xxi συντίθεται (συντίθεσθαι P,) p. 

[ὡρισμ.] add πληρῶσαι V, f phot bals (cf ὃ joh 1—4) 

xxv ἐμφορῆσαι (0,2 ἐπιφορῆσαι F, ἐφορῆσαι) 

in 5 MSS:— ] 
, E ongrurt 

cc. iv, v=c. iv B, B, P, O, F, i LT 

c.vlli κοινωνήτωσαν ! R, R, 0, O, F 2 Ny iF, Es 9V,L Rh, f Pt in 

x καθιστάμενοι ὅσοι R, R, P,O,F, Vi cf bals O, 

ἔφησαν R, R, P, O, F, joh 456 0; 

xxv ἐὰν [mpooepOdpn|R,O,P,0,*F, — V, R,O,* 

in 4 MSS:— 

iii om i) [καὶ τ. ἀ.] R, O, P, F,* (R, def) OF 

iv κοινωνήτωσαν R, P, (ecr.) O, F, (R, def) O, 

Vi χωρὶς ἢ μετοικησίας R, R, O, F, (O42 μετοικισίας) Ὅς": 

vil [ἴδια] dé R, B, O, F, d 1 

xii ἐπισκόποις R,O, P, O2 (O;* -movs) ἝΩΣ 

xv [Περὶ] δέ R, R 0, F, A UP. 

1 There is much variation between κοινωνείτωσαν and κοινωνήτωσαν, which is 

not wholly unimportant—the latter being generally found in y and 8. 
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c. xvi [Περὶ] δέ R, R, O, F, 

[εἶτα] καὶ B, R, Ο F, 

in 3 MSS :— 
ill προσάγεσθαι R, O, R, (R, def) 

vll €xdoTov.. . ἔστω R, O, ie 

xvii om καί h, O, TF, 
xx προσάγοντας R,* R, 0,2 O, 

Compare also :— 

c. li om τῆς [iepar. | O, 

111 

vi 

ἄρτου ἢ ποτηρίου O, O, 

O, P, 
V, P, f bals Q.D 

F,8M,M,P,Mone O,P, 

R, F, 

R, O, P, 

cum P,,9 Mon 

^ ^ , ^ , 

τοῦ ἄρτου kai τοῦ ποτηρίου καὶ Tov ἀναφέρειν R3 F, 

ἄρτου ἢ ποτήριον P, 

τούτους P, 

περισχεθέντας O, O, (R, def) 

ἐμβαλόντων O, 

προεξητάσθη P, 

tr εὑρίσκοιτο Ἦ, F, 

P, F, Pio Le 

o P, OD B M, ΡΥ, 

P,8 LO, B, f joh 

ΟΡ ὃ. Οἱ P on 

P, F, V, F, P4, V, f phot 

om εὑρίσκ. et add συμπράττοι P,O, joh1 236 cf 
om ὁ [pera ταῦτα] R, P, 

κοινωνείτωσαν P, O, (nr) 

τριετίᾳ Β', ἃ 

φιλανθρωπεύσασθαι Ο ἢ O, 

μόνῃ E, F, 

om ἔτη RF, 

i ἐστὶ [δοκιμάσαι] O, 

ὑποπεσάτωσαν R, O, 

κοινωνήτωσαν R, O, 

παρασιωπήσαντες R,* F, 

χωρεπισκόπους R,* 

χωρεπίσκοπος O,* 

πρεσβυτέροις [πόλ.] Rh, F, 

[καὶ] εἰ [un] Ῥ ἃ 

πεπραμμένων O, 

om ἐξεταζέσθω . . . φιλανιας KR, O,* 

Ὅσοι δέ incip nov canon R, 

ἀποβαλέσθαι R, O, 

στασιάζωσι R,* 

1 συντίθεσθαι P, 

om δεχθῆναι R, O,* 

ΡΟ, Mont. 

L f bals 

O, P, C V, Mon e fzon bals 

V, B,8 P4, joh 

ll 

Ρ ἃ ὃ e joh (cf f bals) 

R, Fi P, Py 

PF Py C Mee ae 
V, bals 

P,, L f bals 

O, 

9 joh 

B, 

O, we 

ὃ 
C Mon P,, LO,f 
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Of this family ἢ, gives us the extreme type, and it is the 

earliest MS (s. x)'. F, is a copy of R,, for though they have 

both been much corrected, yet in all its readings I’, only varies 

from R, in a long omission in c. iii, εἰσιέναι in. Xvill, ἐφορῆσαι 

in xxv, while a corrector has added 7j in vii, and τριετίᾳ in v. 

As the readings in this group show transitional features, so 

the MSS themselves have undergone much correction, especi- 

ally R; O, O; and that too in significant places. With regard 

to other groups y gives us many of $'s readings, especially in 

O., which is the latest MS and also full of variations, many 

entirely wrong. P, seems to show a little tendeney towards 
B, while it and O, are perhaps nearest to a, though the latter 

shows some of $'s readings. V, is a MS very close to this 

group, being quite half way between a and y. We also notice 

that several of y's readings are supported by Balsamon, while 

we remember that V, shows still closer agreement with his 

text. 

ὃ consists of M, M, (s. xii, xiii) M, P,, P,, (s. xiii) V, (s. xiv), 

all of which, except Pj, have a very marked agreement, so 

much as to point to a single archetype. P, possesses only 

about half of the distinctive readings of this group, but its 

own variations are so wide and so independent that it can 

be assigned to no other group. In consequence of the simi- 

larity of the text of John of Antioch, the readings of his MSS 

(for which cf. p. 141) are also given. 

Variations from a:— 

(it. ἁγίων kat exc ἘΠῚ M, 

1 ἀναπαλαίσαντας cum joh P,* O, O, P,? e phot 

om [λειτουργεῖν] τι P joh 4 Discrepant joh 1 2 3 6 
il ὡσαύτως ἐπιθύσαντας 70} 

om τῆς [ἱερατικῆς] P. joh 236 P,,0, Mon joh 1 4 

θέλοιεν P joh 246P,CR,O,Mon joh13 
ἀφελεῖν E joh 1 2 4 6(zon-com) joh 3 

ili ἰδίων joh 2 3 4 (joh 1 ιουδαιων)  joh 6 

* So also the extreme types of a and B are found in their earliest mss R, P, 
and P, respectively. 
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c. lll. περισχεθέντας ME n. ̓ a EE ae joh 1 

ἐμβαλόντων exc P,, M, i joh 4 F,0, P, O, P,, O, 
P,, zon joh 1 236 

βρώματα I joh 4 joh 1236 

om καὶ [ἐκωλύθ.] E joh 2 4 6 e zon joh 13 
διά τινων ἄγνοιαν joh 2346 joh 1 

περιπεσόντες joh 

joh4: add ovpmparra om εὑρίσκ. 

add ἢ συμπράττοι | joh1 226 7P,0, joh cum 

joh 7 
lv Bias joh 

ἐπιθυσάντων Es rn joh 1 234 joh 6 
μησάντων 

[μὲν] οὖν joh 1 3 46 joh 2 

δύο ἔτη (tr) BR, joh1246 joh 3 
v om [ὅσοι] δέ E joh 4 joh 1236 

ἀνακλήσεως y, joh 2 3 4 et al mss joh 1 6 

; joh 2367, PPS 

gi eos M P, 0, Y; Mea E EORR 
vl μόνῃ joh V, B, ὯΝ 

vil ἢ [ἐν τόπῳ] joh 1546 42 joh 3 

ἐστὶ [δοκιμάσαι] joh O, e (f bals) 

cte P, dern ue Fo um 

1X TH [ἄλλῃ] Pa joh 

x xai [μετὰ ταῦτα] (μετὰ δέ M, P,,) joh 

xii [προάγεσθαι] δεῖν p. joh 1 234 joh 6 

xii πρεσβυτέροις πόλεως E joh 2345068R,F, joh 1 

ἑκάστῃ joh 1-8 y omn codd latt 

xiv βδελύσσοιντο (ἐβδελλύσσοντο P,,) i Mai Mee dd 4 

XV πεπραγμένων joh2 3 V,O,V,O,P, P5 Jon S 

xvi ἔτη [ἕτερα] E. joh 124 joh 3 6 

Xvlii ἐγκαθεστῶτας Es joh 4 6 joh 1 23 

ἀποβαλέσθαι Tu R, O, joh 

XIX ἐπαγγειλάμενοι i ird joh. 12 4P, 0, 0) joh 3 6 

οὗτοι [τόν] joh 

xxl σπουδασῶν * P,, M joh 

! This points to a very close connection between M, M, P,, V3. 
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c. XX1 πρῶτος LUN joh 3 joh 1246 

: joh 1234 F5, cf V, 

Eu] τληρὅσαι | y f phot bals joh 6 

j P 

putei Fu p ail p joh 2 3 6 
ἐκπληρῶσαι I joh 

xxiv τῆς [ὑποπτώσ.] Pa joh 1 4 joh 2 3 6 

xxv ἡ [δὲ ἀδελφὴ ἡ] 708 

Besides σπουδασῶν the following itacisms, ete. occur: e. i 

τὸ δοκεν M M,M,P, V, ii προσεξετάσθη M, M,M, V3, 

xlv ὑπήκοιεν 05m. xxiv συνηθίαις, φαρμακίων M, M,M, V3, 

XXv προσεφθάρει omm. exc. P,,. Further, in ec. v and xxi 

scholia of M, have crept into the text of M, and in c. xxv 

M, M, read ἐπιφορτίσαι, probably due to a marginal note of 

M, (or of M,’s archetype) ἐπιφορτήσαι. 

The following variations in the group are to be noticed :— 

c. lll τοιαύτῃ M, I 

προσάγεσθαι M, M, P,, ewm joh 6 B R, O, F, Mone 
iX κοινωνήτωσαν M, johns 0 FT CROP E 

ἐπιτηρείσθω P, V. R, 

xxiii mpórepos M, P,, V, p* 

πρῶτος M, joh 4 F, 

xxiv om καὶ [καθάρσει] V. (REV VV Ld 

xxv ἐπιφορτίσαι M, M, joh 4 8 

To finally characterize P,,, besides all the differences from 

the group already given, we have further variations, agreeing 

more or less with Joh ! :— 

C. ll τούτους συνίδοιεν cum joh 2 B etc 

Vll ἑκάστου joh 2 34 6 F, RB, O, P, 

ix τοὺς [ἀδελφούς] joh 2 3 46 

xil χωρεπισκόπους jyhsa81E"Lf 

xvi ὑποπτ. ἐχέτ. (tr) joh 2 36 

om καὶ [γυναῖκας] joh 3 

XVli προσεύχεσθαι joh f 

xxi φθοροποιεῖν joh 3 

‘ Tn all these readings (except one) P,, agrees with joh 3. 
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c.xxll πρὸς τῷ τέλει cum joh 
XXlV ἀνερευνήσει joh 2 (3) 

om εὐχῆς joh:8 34 P 

with other MSS, besides readings already given :— 

c. ll om πάσης cum F, R, 

111 προεξητάσθη Pee Neha at 

vi om [δύο] ἔτη ἘΠῚ Ἐς 

ix μὲν ἔτη (tr) RESP, 

XV τῷ κυριακῷ Kev, 

om τὴν [τιμήν] P320. 

xvi [e ira] kai Vi yf bals 

Besides all these variations it has 28 peculiar readings, or 

mistakes, which it would be superfluous to enumerate. 

The text of ὃ is not identical with that of John of Antioch. 

All the MSS of John examined reject the readings Bias (c. 1v) 

τῇ ἄλλῃ (e. ix) kal μετὰ ταῦτα (e. x) ἀποβαλέσθαι (c. xviii) 

ἐκπληρῶσαι (c. xxiii), and have further variants of their own 

in e. x τοὺς ἀδελφούς, xvii προσεύχεσθαι, xxi πρὸς τῷ τέλει. 

We have four MSS agreeing against 9 in c. 1 om τι, 11 ἐμβα- 

λόντων, βρώματα, v om δέ, and in the new reading ἑκάστου 

(c. vii), while we have the agreement of 3 MSS against ὃ in 

at least 9 other readings. 

It is important to examine the relation of the Latin 

versions to ὃ. Owing to the nature of these translations, as 

well as the minute character of the variations in the Greek, 

it is in most cases impossible to tell the Greek original. 

However, in the following instances we can eompare them. 

All the Latin translations! agree with c. xiii ἑκάστῃ, xiv 

BdedvooouwTo. The Prisca has primum constitutum in e. xxi 

(=apGros): there is also much agreement with πρεσβυτέροις 

in c. xiii, but the Latin texts themselves are very uncertain 

(cf. p. 187 £). 8 may be supported by the following translations, 

in 6. 11 per aliquorum ignorantiam, 1514. propter quorundam, ign. 

dion., in c. xvi altero quinquennio 1514. (? — πέντε ἔτη ἕτερα), in 

1 Also all the MSS examined. Over fifty MSS have been consulted as to 
the readings in cc. xiii, xiv, and other important variations. 
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c. xix professi, polliciti isid., quanti promiserunt prisca (? = ἐπαγ- 

γειλάμενοι), in c. xxiii ezp/ere dion. (? — ἐκπληρῶσαι). 

On the other hand the Latin has sacro in c. ii (?=tepas), 

Isidore and Dionysius both have zs tantum (μόνον) in c. vi, 

and antigua in c. xxi (?— πρότερος). Dionysius and some MSS 

of Isidore have e. iii aliquid cibi polluti (— βρῶμά tr); ἕτερα 

(e. xvi) is omitted in ἐμ qua quinquennio durantes dion ; while 

there is no trace in any translation of c. vii ἢ [ἐν τόπῳ], xii 

δεῖν, XIX. οὗτοι, xxv ἡ δὲ ἀδελφή. Thus weighing both sides 

together the Latin is against 9. 

Later MSS. After the preliminary remarks on the influ- 

ence of editors ete. (pp. 156—159), not much need be said about 

the later MSS ; their evidence for or against a reading will 

not in itself be of much weight; to their new readings is due 

the mass of variations in the apparatus criticus, and it will be 

sufficient in a few words to characterize the MSS. 

V, is really an a MS, but it is marked by many inter- 

polations (cf. p. 156) and some readings of other families, e.g. 
6. ll ἄρτου, XV TO κυριακῷ, πεπραγμένων, XX1 συντίθεται, Xxv ἐὰν 

προσεφθάρη. 

Mon. is a more careful and accurate MS; it agrees gene- 

rally (but not altogether) with B, cf. c. iii προσάγεσθαι, vi om 

Tis, XV εἴπερ, εἴσοδον, xxv ἐπιφορέσαι, also x ἐμαρτυρήσαντο : 

but it reads βδελύσσοιντο 1n c. xiv. 

P,,is marked mainly by agreement with Zonaras' text; it 

has incorporated some of his ἑρμηνεῖαι and prefixed his preface, 

and its text shows the same influence. ! 

R,, which ends in the 18th canon, distinctly belongs to a, 

but has the reading περισχεθέντας in c. iii with several late 

variations. © 

The MSS of e (LO, P,,) and f (P,; P,, P,,) present respec- 

tively distinct types of text, perhaps due to copying. These 

types are marked by confusion of the old family differentiae 

with the addition of a number of new readings. Thus e reads 

e. li ἱερᾶς, 111 προσάγεσθαι, vi om τις, xv εἴπερ, xx δοκεῖ with B, 

but on the other hand e. i ἀναπαλαίσαντας, 111 om καί, xxii 
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Περί with ὃ: while f, the latest MSS in date, present at least 

a dozen quite new variations, e.g. 6. ii om ἱερατικῆς, ii 

ἐμβαλόντας, om τοῦ συμβάντος, vi μηδέ, ἔννοιαν, ἀφορισθέντι, 

ete, Three of such readings, c. xill διὰ γραμμάτων, xiv εἰ δὲ 

μὴ ὑπείκοιεν, xviii τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου, also occur in Blastar's Syn- 

tagma, and this with other coincidences (ef. p. 185) seems to 

show that this text is due to his influence. 

On the whole all these MSS can be best derived from the 

text of a, to which family V,P,, R, certainly belong, while 

Mon. perhaps has closer affinities with B. 

Having summarized the characteristics of the various types - 

of text, it remains to settle their claims to represent the 

original. In the consideration of which we may disregard 

the later MSS and pass back at once to the earlier families, 

and returning in the reverse order, we come to 8 first. 

ὃ. The MSS of this group are few in number and late in 

date, none before the xiith century. One MS, P, is so 

full of errors, mistakes, and peculiar readings, as to be prac- 

tically worthless—a peculiar version of its scribe, while the 

remaining MSS so strikingly agree that, if some of them 

are not copies of one another, yet all can very easily be 

assigned to one archetype. The text of this archetype is 

most definitely marked off from all the other groups; it has 

in the short 25 canons 45 variations from a, of which about 

24 are entirely peculiar to itself, and are not met with else- 

where (i.e. in MSS of the councils: for 19 of these readings 

are to be found in MSS of John of Antioch). These two 

considerations at first sight would incline us to put ὃ at once 

aside like e, f, or Zonaras’ and Balsamon’s texts: for, though 

we attached little weight to the number and date of the 

MSS, it would seem incredible that so many readings of 

the original text should not only entirely disappear from the 

widely varying MSS, but also be unknown to the numerous 

commentators. 

The case, however, is altered by the fact that for many of 
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these peculiar readings there is independent and early support, 

viz. that (a) of the Latin versions, and (b) of John of Antioch’s 

Synagoge!. This at least shows that some of these various 

readings were already in existence in the sixth century. How 

far then does this testimony carry us? 

(a) The relation of ὃ and the Latin texts has already been 

examined, with the result that they by no means agree. We 

must bear in mind the division between the few variants of 

8 which have other support, and the characteristie readings 

peculiar to itself. It is chiefly in the former that it has the 

support of the Latin, e.g. in c. xiv βδελύσσοιντο, xiii ἑκάστῃ, 

and perhaps πρεσβυτέροις. Of the second class of readings 

only a few have some partial support, e.g. c. xxi πρῶτος in the 

Prisea, perhaps e. xvi ἕτερα in Isid, c. xix ἐπαγγειλάμενοι (of 

the former class) in Isid. and the Prisca, and διά τινων ἄγνοιαν 

in e. iii; while the Latin is directly opposed, either one or all 

of the versions, to e.g. c. iom τι, c. 11 ἱερατικῆς, 111 βρώματα. 

iv μὲν οὖν, V1 μόνῃ, vii ἢ ἐν τόπῳ, xli δεῖν, xix οὗτοι, XXv 7 δὲ 

ἀδελφὴ 7, and xix ἐπαγγειλάμενοι (promittentes, Dionysius). 

(b) There remains then only John of Antioch; and here 

we have a general agreement not only in the text, but also 

in the order of the councils, for the 9 group differs from 

all the other MSS in inserting Sardica after Neocaesarea, 

and this order was due to John, who was the first to 

introduce the Sardican canons into the canon law of the 

East. The words ‘general agreement, however, have been 

used advisedly. The text of the Synagoge itself has not 

yet been critically examined; not only do there appear to 

have been two very distinct editions, but our collation of but 

a few MSS has already shown great differences existing 

between the various MSS. Where there is agreement be- 

tween joh 12 3 4 6, there we frequently find disagreement 

with 8, as is shown on p. 172; and, taking the MSS singly, 

the lists on pp. 162-172 give us about 24 variants from ὃ in 

| Suvaryary? κανόνων ἐκκλησιαστικῶν eis πεντήκοντα τίτλους διῃρημένη, printed 

in Justel. Bibliotheca Iuris Canonici Veteris. 
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joh I, 25 in joh 2, 29 in joh 3, 20 in joh 4, 29 in joh 6. Hence 

the texts of ὃ and of the Synagoge are by no means identical. 

On the other hand, it is remarkable that all the readings of $ 

except five are to be found in some MS of the Synagoge. 

What then are we to say of this general agreement? do ὃ and 

the Synagoge agree, because ὃ represents the original text - 

whieh John found and worked upon, or because John in 

compiling his Syxagoge was neither careful to cite the canons 

with extreme literal accuracy nor scrupulous in the use of an - 

editorial hand, and the result of his work has exercised a 

reflex influence on a group of MSS of the councils? Our 

first presumption, on finding some peculiar readings in a 

few MSS coincide with those of a previous editor, is to 

assign them to his influence—a vera causa has been found: 

such indeed would be our treatment of variations which appear 

first in the text of Photius, Zonaras or Balsamon. This pre- 

sumption is increased on finding so distinctive and numerous 

a class of variations: this definite class and the want of con- 

necting links seem to point to a definite assumption of the 

task of editing; especially will this be borne out, if we find 

that many of the variants do possess the marks of emendation, 

and that too in the direction of improvement of the Greek. 

Further, if 9 was after all the original text, how are we to 

account for its comparative disappearance and the growth of 

the other families? There is no gradual line of divergence 

between ὃ and the other groups, so that if ὃ is not due to 

the editorial influence of John, « must have been the handi- 

work of Photius. But already in the tenth century we find 

three distinet types of text, each apparently independent but 

all equally separated from 8; did they all develope from 

Photius text, or must we assume some more editors ? 

(c) These are however only presumptions, and it would be 

easy to argue and make out a case for whichever alternative 

we wish to adopt. But there is one court of appeal left, 

the readings themselves. Among these we, first, find some 

(a) certainly wrong readings (and here the support of John of 
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Antioch is generally wanting), e.g. e. iv Blas, ix τῇ [ἄλλῃ 

ἑξαετίᾳ], x καὶ [μετὰ ταῦτα], xv πεπραγμένων joh 2 3! ; and (/) 

some probable mistakes c. i om [λειτουργεῖν] τι joh 4, ii om τῆς 

[λειτουργίας joh 2 3 6%, iii βρώματα joh 4, iv [μὲν] οὖν joh 1 3 

4 6 with v om δέ joh 4, xxi πρῶτος joh 3, probably due to the 

following δεύτερος, xxiii Περί joh 1 4 for the unusual 'Em. 

Secondly, we have signs of an editorial hand (a) in epexegeti- 

eal additions e. vii ἐστὶ [δοκιμάσαι joh, xvi [ἔτη] ἕτερα joh 1 

2 4, xxi [χρόνον] πληρῶσαι joh 1234, xxv ἡ δὲ ἀδελφὴ [7] 

joh ; and (2) in improvement of the Greek, making it more 

idiomatie, e. g. in the preference for the aorist, c. ii ἀφελεῖν joh 

1246,11 ἐμβαλόντων joh 4 (but v κοινωνήτωσαν Joh 236, viii 

κοινωνήτωσαν joh 1 2 3 6), xviii ἀποβαλέσθαι, xix ἐπαγγειλάμενοι 

joh 124; in. the use of compounds c. ii ἐπιθύσαντας joh, 

iv ἐπιθυσάντων joh 1 2 3 4, xvii ἐγκαθεστῶτας joh 46, xxiii 

ἐκπληρῶσαι *. Cf. also c. iil περιπεσόντες, 1v μὲν οὖν, xix οὗτοι. 

Μόνῃ (e. vi) is apparently a correction for the less obvious 

μόνον ; 6. vii ἢ [ἐν τόπῳ] is an error that may have easily crept 

in or been adopted. 

Thus the examination of the readings peculiarly charac- 

teristie of the group* would show that they are not original. 

For with regard to the style of the Greek, if the question 

arises between the ecclesiastical fathers at the Galatian An- 

eyra and John who was educated for, and for a long time 

pleaded at, the bar in Antioch (whence his name Scho/asticus), 

we must give the preference to the style of John. Thus we 

are driven to accept the alternative that where they agree 

the peculiar characteristics of 8 must be due to his influence, 

that therefore the value of 8 1s not high, and that in fact 16 has 

no claim to represent the original text ; a conclusion which was 

our primary presumption afforded by the lateness of the MSS. 

! σπουδασῶν in c. xxi is, of course, an error, but it only points to the close 

connection of M, M, Pj, V,. 

2 v. infra p. 185. 

* On the other hand c. i ávaraAaícavras. 
* The readings, not peculiar to the group, c. iii περισχεθέντας, xiii πρεσβυτέ- 

pois... ἑκάστῃ, xiv βδελύσσοιντο will be examined later. 

VOL, TL. N 
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Against this conclusion we must not be prejudiced by the 

idea that we are defending a ‘ textus receptus ' against superior 

critical claims, for a ean hardly be called a ‘ textus receptus,' 

nor has ὃ any ‘codex vaticanus’ older than all existing MSS: 

on the other hand the archetype of R, P, (p. 163) can carry 

back the text of a to the sixth century, or the age of John. 

To conclude the argument, can we account for the genesis of 

8? The fact that two of the MSS (M, Mg, p. 193) came from 

Magna Graecia conveys a valuable hint. The 8 MSS, as we 

have seen, come from a single archetype: this may have been 

the work of a seribe writing in Italy, who, as in Italy Greek 

MSS would not abound nor could the Greek canon law be 

in constant reference, may have had but one copy and that 

possibly inferior or eorrupt. Writing in Italy, his greater 

familiarity with the Latin versions would have suggested 

emendations where the Greek was difficult, as in ce. xiii and 

xiv ; and again writing in Italy, the popular authority on the 

councils would be John of Antioch rather than the schismatie 

Photius, and very probably from a MS of the Synagoge our 

scribe may have introduced still further emendations of his 

possibly eorrupted text. 

y. The claims of y are not strong. For, first, the MSS have 

nearly all undergone a great deal of correction, especially in 

the significant places: e.g. R; in c. ii, xiii (χωρεπισκόπους), 

xiv (-Avoco- in βδελύσσοιντο), and there are marks of erasure 

in e. vii el... xpi], X... σιωπήσαντες, XVI ἐξεταζέσθω.... δέ, xx 

προ. ἀγοντας ; O, in cc. vii, xiii, xvi, xxv; and O,, cf espec. 

XXV ἐὰν... σπροσεφθαρη, v1 μετοικισίας, xxl προσάγοντας. The 

MSS are further characterized by many special readings 

of their own which are obviously wrong, espec. O,, cf. e.g. 

c. v om μεταξύ, δεχθήσονται, φιλανθρωπεύσασθαι, χρόνος τοῦ 

βίου, vii add ἐστίν, transpositions In cc. vii and vill, c. xvi 

κοινωνήτωσαν τῶν προσευχῶν ; and O, which is most carelessly 

written, cf. e.g. c. 11 φεύοντας, iv ὁσοίμενοι, xiii Xopemíokomos, 

xv ἐπάλεισαν, xiv κανώνι and tit. κανώναι. Thus the MSS show 

signs of having been written by careless and inaccurate scribes. 
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Secondly, y can hardly be original for there is a difficulty 

in finding a definite text. There is indeed a definite class of 

passages in which we may expect to find variations, but the 

degree of variation is very gradual: in fact the group seems 

to be composed of a number of MSS in a transitional stage 

of variation towards a type of which R, perhaps represents 

the extreme limit. In accordance with this we find that often 

where they vary from a, the MSS do not agree among them- 

selves, cf. e. g. the different readings for c. ii ἄρτον. ἢ ποτήριον, 

c. ΧΗ πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως, and the variations of orthography 

in e, xiv βδελύσοιντο, βδελύσσοιντο, βδελλύσσοιντο; so in 

e. xxi P, also varies from o, but gives συντίθεσθαι. Again, 

the readings themselves are often transitional: thus dprov 7) 

ποτήριον P, is half way between ἄρτον ἢ ποτήριον and ἄρτου ἢ 

ποτηρίου O, O,, R,* giving a further advance τοῦ ἄρτου kal τοῦ 

ποτηρίου kal Tod ἀναφέρειν ; πεπραμμένων O, lies between zezpa- 

μένων and πεπραγμένων ; O, also shows how another reading 

arose ἐὰν προσεφθάρη (v. mfra) and in e. x gives a decided 

mark of transition in διάκονοι ὅσοι καθίστανται... διεμαρ- 

rópavro, which makes no sense. 

But in the readings in which there is more or less agree- 

ment does y show signs of retaining the original text? In 

c. xiii ἑκάστῃ and xiv βδελύσσοιντο and the rejection of πρεσ- 

Bvrépovs in c. xiii y agrees with 8 and other authorities ; and 

these readings will be examined later on their own merits. 

But among y's special readings are 

(a) Certain mistakes, as c. iii προσδεχθήτωσαν, unless the 

fathers committed an anacoluthon, iv κοινωνείτωσαν, xx προσ- 

dyovras (in R,* R, O,20,) and vi χωρὶς ἢ μετοικησίας (of. 

infra). 

(b) Obvious emendations are to be found in c. vii éxdo- 

του... ἔστω, Xlll ἐπισκόποις (probably due to Photius), xxi add 

πληρῶσαι (with ὃ, but in a different place) xxv ἐμφορῆσαι, 

where in F, ἐφορῆσαι the j has dropped out, and xxv ἐὰν 

προσεφθάρη. Here some scribe did not see that the canon 

was a decision on a particular case, and so he generalized it 

NA 
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by inserting an ἐάν. The scribe of O, inserted the full phrase 

ἐάν tis, and it was only afterwards seen that τις occurred 

twice. Some of the Latin translators were guilty of the same 

liberty: ef. Isid. s? quis sponsam habens, Prisca s? desponsatus 

aliquis, but Dionysius renders quidam sponsam habens, which 15 

the reading too of the oldest form of the Isidorian version. 

(c) Other readings appear not to be original as their 

genesis can be explained. c. vi χωρὶς ἢ μετοικησίας indeed is 

hard to account for. Is it a reminiscence of Can. Nicaen. xi 

ἢ χωρὶς ἀφαιρέσεως ὑπαρχόντων ἢ χωρὶς kwóvvov? Or does 

the Latin also point to some word having dropped out in the 

ordinary text: cf. Isid. aut bonorum ablatione aut transporta- 

tionis poena deterriti, Dionys. aut privatione facultatum territi 

aut demigratione? We can however see the origin of y's 

reading in c. x—«i épaprópavro might very easily become 

διεμαρτύραντο, giving us the text of O, ὅσοι καθίστανται... 

διεμαρτύραντο. But this would necessitate further changes: 

it might be emended by the insertion of a second ὅσοι after 

καθίστανται, or by the change of καθίστανται into καθιστάμενοι. 

A confusion between these emendations would give us both 

the reading of Balsamon ὅσοι καθιστάμενοι ὅσοι (in bals 1 the 

second ὅσοι has been erased) and that of y καθιστάμενοι ὅσοι. 

c. xxl συντίθεται can be explained, the change of τούτῳ into 

τοῦτο in a difficult phrase (omitted by the Latin translators 

altogether) caused the change of συντίθενται into συντίθεται. 

On the other hand the change of ro into τω will explain the 

change of τῷ kvpiako for τὸ κυριακόν in c. xv, though the Latin 

Isid. Dionys. ad 2ura ecclesiastica (ius ecclesiasticum) revocari 

seems to point to τῷ kvpiakQ : but the early Isid. cod. monac. 

6243 has wt ius ecclesiasticum revocarent and the Prisca revocare 

atque repetere dominicam. 

Thus as in the case of 9 internal evidence has again veri- 

fied primary presumptions, based in this case on the character 

of the scribes and their work, and we accordingly set aside 

the claims of y. 

B. Before examining the value of this group we must 
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notice, and work upon, the division of this family into two 

classes according to the extent of their variation from a. P, 

and P, are fragmentary, and the character of P, is peculiar, 

otherwise we have two distinct groups B, R, R,O, P; and f, 

P, F,O; P,, V,, of which the latter possesses all the variations 

from a in the former with additional variations of its own. 

B, is marked off from f, by six readings: c. 11 ἱερᾶς, vi om 

tis, xiv [xal] εἰ [μή], xv εἴσοδον and we may add iv σφοδρο- 

répo, Xxlv χρόνων. The last four are entirely without other 

support (except εἴσοδον in Mon., καὶ ei μή in P,?, and σφοδρο- 

répo in O,*) and mark f, out as the extreme of B; so that 

if we do decide in favour of B, the extreme isolation of , 1s 

against its being the original form. Further, of the readings 

themselves—iepas, which will be examined later, is probably a 

correction, σφοδροτέρῳ (? through σχήματι σφαιδροτέρῳ) a mis- 

take, while χρόνων (of which there is no trace elsewhere) is 

probably a substitution of a reference to astrology for a refer- 

ence to paganism, when obsolete; against the omission of τις 

in e. vii we have the Latin quodsi quodlibet mortis periculum 

(isid.) s autem aliqui periculus (prisca), s quod autem periculum 

(dion.). 

B, which remains is very close to o, in fact it has only 

seven variations from it: c. 11 τούτους συνίδοιεν, 111 προσάγεσθαι, 

vil ἀξιῶσαι, xiv εἰ δὲ βούλοιντο, xv εἴπερ, xx δοκεῖ, xxv ἐπιφο- 

ρέσαι. And some of these readings receive much support 

among later MSS and editors, and that the stronger because 

the more varied. The readings have good internal proba- 

bility, εἴπερ and προσάγεσθαι" are indecisive, and with two 

of them (ei δὲ βούλοιντο and ἐπιφορέσαι) agree the best MSS 

of a, viz. R, P,. Indeed the difference between a and f, is so 

slight that we should not divide them into two families but 

! προσάγεσθαι would seem to be the more natural term for the first enrolment 
of a laie in the κλῆρος, προάγεσθαι for his further advancement. But it is 

difficult to tell the usage of the canons, as in each case we are likely to have 
the same variation, and at present we are without critical editions. However 
in c. xii all the MSS agree in προάγεσθαι except M. In ο. ili R; O, read 

προσάγεσθαι, but this is discounted by their προσάγοντας in c. xxi. 
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for the fact that B, agrees with B, in its variations: this 

shows that B, is already on the path of divergence and 

for that reason is not original—either a or B, must be the 

original starting point. Again the character of P, agrees 

with this conclusion, for discarding f,'s variations from a it 

has those of B,; it is much more likely that 1t was a short cut 

from a rather than a double corruption of B, in the way of 

loss and addition. Once more one of the readings of , is 

against it, viz. ἀξιῶσαι ; it may be original, but it has entirely 

dropped out, being without any support elsewhere, unless 

indeed the Prisea cognoscere (eod. vat. reg. 1997) agnoscere 

(bod. mus. 103) points to it. The Latin also seems to be 

against δοκεῖ in e. xxl reddatur, oportet. However in any case 

a and f, are so close that each variation must be examined 

on its own merits; the fact however of a's being on the whole 

nearest to the original giving a slight presumption against 

the evidence of f. 

a only now remains. But before deciding on its authority, 

there is an objection to be considered. If we were inclined 

to think the text of 8 influenced by John of Antioch, why 

should we not ascribe the text of a to the influence of 

Photius, who according to Card. Mai made not only a 

σύνταγμα of the canons according to their subject matter, but 

also a συναγωγή of the councils arranged chronologically, 

especially as the normal order agrees with his list as against 

that of John of Antioch? The full text of Photius exists 

apparently in only one MS, printed by Mai, so that we 

cannot argue from it with any certainty. However in that 

text we have several variations from a, just of the number 

and character we should expect from an editor reissuing an 

existing text. The full list is as follows: c. 11 om τῆς Te, il 

ἀνάγκης, προεξητάσθη, 1v προέχων, vi om ἡμέραν, πληρῶσιν, X 

αὐτοῖς, XIV μετὰ τῶν κρεῶν, χχὶ éxdAve—which we may con- 

sider errors; and, what is more important, c. vii ἑκάστῳ. .. 

ἐξέστω, xil ἐπισκόποις, xv add τοὺς kákos ὠνησαμένους certain, 

and e. 11 τούτους συνίδοιεν, xiv βδελύσσοιντο, xxi [ὡρισμένους] 
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πληρῶσαι possible emendations ; e. i ἀναπαλαίσαντας and vi om 

τις are indecisive. These variations seem to be enough to 

mark the practical independence of a. 

Thus the result of a long and tedious investigation seems 

to justify our assumption at starting, viz. that a is the closest 

representative of the original text. For 

(1) The MS authority for a is as good and as early as that 

for the other groups. 

(2) We have found no imperative claim on the part of any 

other group to represent the original. 

(3) The text of a serves best for the groundwork of the 

other groups and MSS: and indeed this is the strongest 

argument on behalf of a. It seems to hold a central position 

between the other texts. From e we can trace a gradual 

divergence to the extreme types of B and y, whereas B, y and ὃ 

are each marked by a number of peculiar readings which have 

to be discarded before we reach another family, i. e. the text 

would so to speak have to first reach a common groundwork, 

resembling a, before the other families could be developed. If 

among the later MSS, of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, 

and even in one or two of the twelfth century, we find the con- 

necting links between B, y and 8 increase, yet they do not be- 

come so numerous as to outweigh their connection witha. So 

too, widely as the later MSS vary from a, it is easier to assume 

a as the basis than B, y or 8. Take, for instance, P,, through 

its numerous individual readings occupying a unique position, 

and widely differing from ὃ to which it is assigned : it is easier 

then to assume o as the groundwork of P,, rather than f or y, 

as it has none of their peculiar readings. So with P, which 

occupies a peculiar position in f, its origin is easiest to be 

found in a. This argument is borne out by examination of 

the individual readings, in all of which it is, if not necessary, 

at least as easy to derive the various readings from a than 

vice versa. 

(4) Lastly, whereas, as it has just been remarked, B, y, 9 are 

each marked out by a class of peculiar readings, there are none 
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such to be found in a, i.e. there is no reading of a which is 

not supported by at least one other group. On the other 

hand again, there are very few readings which have the sup- 

port of two groups against a. They are cc. vill κοινωνήτωσαν, 

xil ἑκάστῃ, xiv βδελύσσοιντο occurring in y 8, with perhaps 

two imperfect agreements c. xiii the rejection of πρεσβυτέρους 

πόλεως, xxl the addition of πληρῶσαι. 

Thus our conclusion seems justified. But considering the 

lateness of our MSS, it would be irrational to suppose that a 

has preserved the original text absolutely unimpaired. Hence 

there are many passages where the readings must be examined 

on their own merits. Such would be (1) those where there is 

a consensus of authorities against a, and (2) readings where 

the inner nucleus of B (B1) varies from α. Thus it will not be 

out of place to examine some readings individually. 

ὁ. 1 àvazaAaícarras is found in P,* O, O, P,? ὃ e Joh. Ant. 

Photius, Aristenus, and in Zonaras and Balsamon in their 

commentaries, but not in their text. ἐπαναπαλαίω is such an 

unusual compound (it is not given in Liddell & Scott) that 

it is likely to be original: the great support it has prevents 

its being a mistake, while the commentators support ἀναπαλ. 

because that is the usual phrase. On the other hand, the 

partiality of 8 for compounds (p. 177) gives weight to its 

omission of ἐπί here. Notice also c. 1 ἐπιθύσαντες, ἐπαναπαλαί- 

σαντες, c. 11 θύσαντες, àvamoAaícavres. 

e. li ἱερατικῆς a R4 R, O, P, y 8 V, Mon R, joh phot bals 

iepas O, P, P, F, O, P; Pi) CV, P, ezon. 

Here ἱερατικῆς is undoubtedly right, especially as B, here 

agrees with a. "The reading of B, ἱερᾶς is however supported 

by all the Latin versions sacro, with one important exception, 

eod. monac. 6243 (the older Isidorian) ab omni altaris mini- 

sterio. There is an obvious pragmatic reason for the correc- 

tion into ἱερᾶς which will account also for its appearance in 

the later MSS, O, P,,e, and avowedly indeed in Pitra's 
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text; that is, the apparent assigning of a priestly function 

to deacons. 

But the words mean no more than that these deacons are to 

take no part in the ἱερατικὴ λειτουργία of the Holy Eucharist, 

ef. the Freising MS a//aris ministerio. Hence also the omis- 

sion of τῆς (in 9 ete.) is clearly wrong, it is not that the 

deacons are not to perform any priestly services, but not to 

take part in /Ze priestly service. At the same time in the 

Canons ἱερατικός seems to have had a wide extension of 

meaning: in the Apost. Canons it is apparently coextensive 

with the whole κλῆρος, including the minor orders; cf. c. 1xii 

(and 1) εἴ τις ἐπίσκοπος ἢ πρεσβύτερος ἢ διάκονος ἢ ὅλως τοῦ 

καταλόγου τοῦ ἱερατικοῦ. . . εἰ δὲ λαικὸς, εἴη with c. Ixix εἴ τις 

ἐπίσκοπος ἢ πρεσβύτερος ἢ διάκονος ἢ ὅλως τοῦ καταλόγου τῶν 

κληρικῶν... εἰ δὲ λαικός : but in the Canons of Laodicea : 

ἱερατικός is confined to the higher orders (still, we notice, 

applied to deacons) and distinct from κληρικός ; cf. c. xxiv ov 

δεῖ ἱερατικοὺς ἀπὸ πρεσβυτέρων ἕως διακόνων καὶ ἑξῆς τῆς ἐκκλη- 

σιαστικῆς τάξεως ἕως ὑπηρετῶν k. T. 4. and c. xxvil ἱερατικοὺς ἢ 

κληρικοὺς ἢ λαικοὺς καλουμένους. Cf. also Can. Apost. viii, xiv, 

xvi, xvil, Laod. iii, iv, xix, xxx ete., Ant. 111. 

c. li τούτοις συνείδοιεν. Here we have obviously not the 

right reading : τούτοις would seem to be right as with most 

MSS of a we have y 9 and most of the later authorities, but 

some MSS of a agree with B in τούτους : συνείδοιεν which is 

very strongly supported may be for either συνίδοιεν the read- 

ing of B, which agrees with τούτους, or for συνειδεῖεν for which 

we have Zonaras, and the Latin conscii sint (1514. dion.). 

c. lil περισχισθέντας. ‘The difficulty of this reading is prob- 

ably sufficient to account for its emendation into περισχεθέντας 

the reading of 9 and John of Antioch, and which as a likely 

correction occurs in O,, and also later MSS P, of B, O; of y and 

LO,R,f. Further περισχισθέντας is not so entirely without 

parallels as to force us to conclude it to be an error. Zonaras 

understands τοὺς χιτῶνας, and so it is not uncommon; 
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Stephanus gives e. g. ἐσθῆτα περισχίσαι out of Plutarch, εἴ ris 

rà ἱμάτια περιέσχισεν out of Lucian. But we have as well a 

striking instance of its use absolutely, in Epictetus Z/ssert. 

i. 25: περίσχισον αὐτόν. τί λέγεις αὐτόν; τὸ ἱμάτιον λάβε, 

περίσχισον. Cf. Sehweigháüuser's note. The Latin translators 

give no help, they were apparently quite unable to understand 

the Greek: ef. their renderings: perseverante violentia ad id 

usque perducti sunt ut manus eorum adprehensas et violenter 

adíractas super sacrificia imponerent isid., tentos adque im mani- 

bus ferro violenter mittentes prisea, eo usque adstricti sunt ut 

manus eorum comprehendentes violenter adtraherent et funestis 

sacrificiis admoverent dionys. 

c. lil ἐμβαλλόντων, ἐμβαλόντων. Here as elsewhere the very 

common variation between the present and aorist causes con- 

fusion among the groups. Cf. the variants κοινωνείτωσαν in 

ec. v, Vill, 1X, ἐπαγγειλάμενοι In e. xix, and ἀποβαλέσθαι in c. 

xvii. We notice however that « is uniformly on the side of 

the present ὃ of the aorist (except κοινωνήτωσαν in ce. v, viii). 

ἀποβαλέσθαι has very little support ; and the frequent reading 

ἐπαγγελόμενοι points to the present being original Again, 

if κοινωνείτωσαν best represents the continued state of κοινωνία, 

the aorist may equally well denote the entry upon that state 

of κοινωνία. The dropping out of oa may also explain the 

very frequent reading κοινωνήτωσαν. On προσάγεσθαι, προάγε- 

σθαι, lower down, ef. p. 181, n.! 

e. vii. The variety of readings here serves to show the 

superiority of a’s text, and it is a good canon for testing the 

character of the Latin versions. The readings are:— 
^ e ^ , 

μετὰ τῆς προσφορᾶς ἕκαστον τῶν ἐπισκόπων δοκιμάσαι α 

"i Ἔ ἑκάστου 5 τι F, Pi 

» ἑκάστῳ 5 ἐξέστω dox. O, phot 

” 29 ἑκάστου » ἔστω » Rh, O, E; 

α 4, ἕκαστον $ ἐσὶ , Oj,Sjohz 

" τ ἑκάστου - Ἢ » P&joh246 

» » ἕκαστον N δοκιμ. ἐστι B, zon 2 
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^ ^ ^ , 

ἕκαστον μετὰ τῆς προσφορᾶς τῶν ἐπισκόπων δοκιμάσαι Pj, zon1 3 
5 

» » » " ἐστι δοκιμ. € 

» a » i: ἐστι TO δοκιμ. f bals 

iv rij as € bv ἐπί δοκιμάσαι F,* μετασχεῖν τῆς προσφορᾶς ἕκαστον τὸν ἐπίσκοπον δοκιμάσαι Vy 

Tr δοκιμάσαι et ἐξετάσαι O; 

Latin: Placuit eos biennio subiacere et sic suscipi quia oportet 

post oblationem unumquemque episcopum eos probare et witam 

singulorum agnoscere [cognoscere vat. reg. 1997] (prisca). ta 

lamen utrum (ut utrum) cum oblatione recipiendi sint am ad 

solam. communionem admitti debeant unusquisque episcoporum 

examinent uitae eorum. praeteritae et praesentis habita. considera- 

lione (isid). unusquisque episcoporum. probet uita uniuscurusque 

habita consideratione (old form of 1514). utrum wero cum obla- 

tione singuli episcoporum. probantes uitam. eorum. et singulos actus 

examinent (dionys). 

On e. x διάκονοι k..À. cf. p. 180. 

Questions of interpretation have drawn attention to the 

various readings in e. xiii, which will merit a closer examina- 

tion. In the Greek we have— 

πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως a B V, Mon R, efjoh 1 zon 1 bals134 

mpeoBvrépos — , — R4 Ε΄ ὃ (exc P4) joh (eve 1) ewm joh 8 

πρεσβύτερον » ΟΡ zon 2 3 bals-com matt 

διὰ πρεσβυτέρων, Pi, 

ἐπισκόποις »  R,0, P, O, phot (cf. note?, p. 150) 

érépa a B V, Mon P,, RB, e f phot zon bals 

HER y 9 joh latt 

Cf. also χωρεπισκόπους R*, P,, L fjoh 2 3 8 bals 2 -zos O; O,* 

-πον P,4 bals-com matt 

Latin Versions— 

Early Isidorian: cod. monac. 6243, s. viii (Freising MS) 

Vicarüs episcoporum. quod greci ! corepiscopos dicunt non licere 

presbyteros uel diaconos ordenare: sed nec * presbylerum ciuitatis 

sine episcop) praeceptum amplius aliquid wuberet uel sine auctori- 

tatem litterarum eius in unaquaque parrochia aliquid agere. 

cod. virceb. mp. th. f 146 1 corepiscopum 2 presbyteris 
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Isidorian: cod. paris. 3848 A, s. viii, ix (Quesnel's MS) 

12 Vicarios episcoporum quos greci corepiscopos 3 dicunt non 

* licere presbyteros uel diacones ordinare: sed mec ? presbyteris 

ciuitatis sine episcopi praecepto 9amplius aliquid imperare uel 

sine " auctoritate litterarum eius in unaquaque parrocia ὃ aliquid 

agere. 

1 Tit. in codd. paris. 3848 a, 38424 Vicariis [os 3842 A] episcoporum non 
licet ordinationes facere ? Vicariis oriel. 42* aed. flor. 82* paris. 3858 c 

3 uocant veron. 60 * licet oriel. 42 licent eis uel veron. 60 5 presby- 

teris paris. 3848 A cum oriel. 42 (s. xii) paris. 3836 (s. viii) 4279 (s. ix) barber. 
xiv. 52 (s. ix, x) aed. flor. 82 (s. x) paris. 1455 (s. x) 3858 © (s. xiii) veron. 60 
(s. vii) sangerm. 936 (s. vi, vii) paris. 1451 (s. ix) veron. 59 (s. vii) flor. laur. 
1554 (s. x-xii) presbyteros paris. 1454 (s. ix, X) 3842 A (s. ix, x) $ ali- 

quid amplius veron. 60 oriel. 42 1 litteris eius laur. 1554 5 agere 

aliquid veron. 59 agere quicquam paris. 1451 aliq. agere in un. par. laur. 

1554- 

The Prisca: cod. bod. mus. 103, s. v, vi (Justel's MS) 

Vt non sine episc. liceat. quemquam. ordinare ab his qui 

dicuntur corepiscopi. 

! Corepiscopp. non licere ? praesb. aut diac. ordinare, sed neque 

3 praesb. ciuitatis sine iussione episcopis sed cum * eisdem litteris 

eundi ad singulas parrocias. 

cod. vat. reg. 1997 (Chieti MS) s. viii ! corepiscoporum 2? pres- 
biterum aut diaconem * presbiterorum * om. eisdem. 

Dionysius Exiguus: first edit., cod. vat. pal. 577, s. viii, ix. 

Corepiscopo non licere presb. aut diaconos ordinare: sed nec 

praesbiteros ciuitatis sine episcopr praecepto vel litteris aliquid 

agere in unaquaque paraecia. 

second and Dionysio- Hadrian edition. 

Chorepiscopis mom licere presbyteros aut diaconos ordinare: 

sed nec presbyteris ciuitatis sine praecepto episcopo uel litteris in 

unaquaque parrochia ( paroeccia). 

So, of the MSS of the 2nd edition, codd. bod. mus. 103 (s. x, 

with a chorep.), paris. 3837 (s. ix) ; paris. 1536 (s. x) reads pres- 

bitert; 3845 (s. ix) prüt ; 3848 (s. xii) prór. In the Dionys- 

Hadr. MSS, with the text are codd. paris. 8921*, 11710 (s. viii), 

monac. 6244*, 14422, 14517, 6242*, paris. 3840, 3843, vallic. 

[i x 
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A. 5 (of s. ix), vat. reg. 1043, monac. 14008, and bod. mise. 421° 

(of s. x); monac. 5258 (s. x) reads presbyteris .. . aliquid agere ; 

paris. 8921 (s. viii), 11711 (s. ix), both second hand, presbyteris 

(os 89219) . . . aliquid imperare ete. monac. 14517, 6242, vat. 

reg. 1043 add second hand aliquid agere, or (monac. 6242) 

imperare ete. Codd. paris. 8921* (s. viii), brit. mus. arund. 393 

monae. 6355 (s. ix), 3860, bod. mise. 421* (of s. x), monac. 

18217, 6241, 3852 (of s. xi) read presbyteros ciuitatis: monae. 

6244, second hand, and 14407 (s. x), first hand, read pres- 

byteros . . . aliquid agere ; monac. 3860 A (s. x) and 5525 (s. xii) 

presbyteros . . . amplius aliquid imperare etc. 

The Bobbian Dionysius, cod. ambros. s. 33 (s. ix) reads 

presbytero .. . aliquid agere with aut amplius imperare licebit in 

the margin. 

The Concordia of Cresconius agrees with the Dionysio- 

Hadrian version in 3 MSS examined, with these variations: 

eod. vat. pal. 579 presbyteros, monae. 6288 presbytero, bod. 

mise. 436 presbyteris. Ὁ 

Now if we argued from the Greek MSS alone, from their 

numbers and authority, we should without hesitation accept 

the text of a: χωρεπισκόποις μὴ ἐξεῖναι πρεσβυτέρους ἢ διακόνους 

χειροτονεῖν, ἀλλὰ μὴν μηδὲ πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως, χωρὶς τοῦ 

ἐπιτραπῆναι ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐπισκόπου μετὰ γραμμάτων ἐν ἑτέρᾳ παροικίᾳ. 

But it has been of late assumed (e.g. by Lightfoot’ and 

others) as beyond question that the true reading is . . . πρεσ- 

βυτέροις πόλεως... ἐν ἑκάστῃ παροικίᾳ (the text of 8); apparentiy 

on the ground of (1) the support of the Latin, and of (2) the 

presumption that the countenance thus given to presbyterian 

ordination caused the corruption of the text, and perhaps, we 

may venture to add, through ignorance of the actual state of 

MS authority. 

Against this assumption we may argue that (1) the evidence 

of the Latin versions is over-estimated. For (a) from the 

remarks made above the Latin versions are not helpful for 

1 Dissert, on the Chr. Ministry in his Philippians, p. 232. 
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our purpose; as translations they are very inferior!, and it 

is but seldom that the Latin clearly shows of which of two 

variants it is the translation. (0) Such is the case with the 

present passage: the evidence of the Latin as to the original 

is altogether indecisive, "The Prisca is no help; the Isidorian 

translator paraphrases the canon, so whether he renders pres- 

byteris or presbyteros shows us nothing. When we come to 

Dionysius the MS evidence does seem to point to presbyteris 

being his reading; but there is much confusion, and in face 

of the many MSS which disagree, it is impossible to speak 

with certainty. In any case, the great confusion in the Latin 

versions, which is so very easy to account for without the 

necessity of a ‘tendency, practically nullifies their evidence 

on this point. (c) If the Latin did point to πρεσβυτέροις, it 

need not represent more than one or two archetypes. We 

know that Greek MSS of the Canons were not very common 

in the West; even a Pope (Zosimus) in 418 had not an 

accurate copy of the Nicene canons; and it is not necessary 

to suppose that the translators had an infallible copy before - 

them. 

(2) The second argument based on the anti-presbyterian 

tendency of the scribes is not borne out by any reference, 

allusion, or appeal. The fact of presbyterian ordination itself 

in early times is hypothetical; the few instances alleged by 

Dr. Hatch? have been answered by Mr. Gore? ; while soon 

aiter the time of Ancyra, as soon as evidence begins to in- 

crease, we find episcopal ordination the absolute rule. And 

yet this presbyterian canon remains in the canon law of the 

Church, and it is never alluded to or quoted by any opponents 

of the Church’s order, any anti-episcopal reformer, such as 

Aerius, or any supporter of a supposed ancient church order. 

Further, the *tendency ' has not been universal; the obnoxious 

1 It is quite conceivable that they might have translated πρεσβυτέρους pres- 

byteris, thinking that it depended on ἐξεῖναι. 

2 Bampton Lectures, lect. iv. 

3. Christian Ministry, app. note E. 



The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. τοὶ 

reading has remained in some Greek MSS and in many 

-Latin MSS ; its inconsistency with the unquestioned law and 

order in the West was neither perceived nor felt. 

(3) On the other hand we have the direct authority of the 

Greek MSS. Here we have an unanimous agreement of a and 

B supported by later authorities. In favour of πρεσβυτέροις 

we have only ὃ and two MSS of y, R;F,; of these F, is 

probably a copy of R,, while the 8 MSS (P, here reading διὰ 

πρεσβυτέρων) may easily be reduced to one archetype. The 

value of 9's evidence has been examined at length, while y, 

the family to which R, F, belong, has absolutely no claim to 

represent the original. In this canon its tendency to varia- 

tion comes fully into play, ef. χωρεπισκόπους (R;*) -os (O) 

μήτε (R5). Further, it is this very group and this group alone 

which with Photius admits the undoubted emendation ἐπισκό- 

ποις. If πρεσβυτέροις were the original, it is hard to believe 

that one emendation in particular, πρεσβυτέρους, should have 

prevailed with such unanimity. On the other hand, πρεσ- 

βυτέρους being original, we have the variations we should 

expect, πρεσβυτέροις, ἐπισκόποις, διὰ πρεσβυτέρων in y and 9, 

and later πρεσβύτερον. However, both y and ὃ agree unani- 

mously with the Latin and other authorities in ἑκάστῃ, which 

may be the right reading. 

(4) The variants ean be more easily derived from a than 

vice versa, HK. g. ἑκάστῃ gives as good sense with πρεσβυτέρους 

as ἑτέρᾳ, hence it is hard to see why a change from an original 

πρεσβυτέροις to πρεσβυτέρους should have caused a change 

from the accompanying ἑκάστῃ to ἑτέρᾳ. On the other hand, 

πρεσβυτέροις with ἑκάστῃ is better than ἑτέρᾳ, hence a change 

from an original πρεσβυτέρους into πρεσβυτέροις might easily 

change the original ἑτέρᾳ into ἑκάστῃ. 

Again, we have an easy explanation of the readings of 

y and 8. ‘The scribes of the archetypes of these groups made 

the very easy mistake of writing πρεσβυτέροις for πρεσβυτέρους. 

This made emendation necessary, hence some y MSS substi- 

tute ἐπισκόποις ; one 8 MS gives διὰ πρεσβυτέρων. Other late 
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seribes and Zonaras, who had seen these variations now estab- 

lished, to make it clear write πρεσβύτερον. 

(5) If πρεσβυτέροις be right and ἀλλὰ μὴν μηδέ translated, as 

is right and as Dr. Lightfoot insists, ‘nor even, then it is 

implied that city presbyters ranked higher than chorepiscopi, 

which is most improbable. Chorepiscopi attended councils, 

had the χειροθεσίαν ἐπισκόπων and at least claimed to ordain 

presbyters (Can. Antioch x); ef. also Can. Nie. viii τόπον ἢ 

χωρεπισκόπου ἢ πρεσβυτέρου. 

(6) The text of a gives a very good sense, both with the 

correct translation of ἀλλὰ μὴν μηδέ, and without limiting 

the first πρεσβυτέρους to πρεσβ. χώρας (as by Routh, against 

which Lightfoot protests). There are constant conciliar pro- 

hibitions of bishops ordaining in other dioceses: how likely 

it is that eountry bishops should have been guilty of the same 

presumption, especially when the boundary line of two παροι- 

κίαι ran through obscure country districts (χῶραι) at a distance 

from the πόλεις! The fathers of Ancyra intend to forbid 

such ordinations by country bishops ἐν ἑτέρᾳ παροικίᾳ. This 

raises another debated question—might country bishops ordain 

town presbyters within the limits of their own παροικία, 

i.e. the παροικία of the bishop of the πόλις to which their 

country districts (χῶραι) were attached? Canon xiii, then, 

prohibits this also by the way: ‘Chorepiscopi may not ordain 

(any) presbyters or deacons (of town or country)—but not 

even town presbyters (in their own parish) without the per- 

mission of their (town) bishop in writing—in another parish : 
ἀλλὰ piv... γραμμάτων being an afterthought. Perhaps how- 

ever χωρὶς . .. γραμμάτων applies to both cases, ordination in the 

ἑτέρᾳ παροικίᾳ, and ordination of town presbyters in their own 

parish: if so then τοῦ ἐπισκόπου will include both the bishop 

of the neighbouring παροικία and their own town bishop. 

ἑκάστῃ, however, has very strong support; y and ὃ are unani- 

mous and there is no trace of ἑτέρᾳ in any Latin version ; it 

may be right. Then if we adopt our former translation év 

ἑκάστῃ map. will belong to the parenthesis, and the fathers 
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having entered upon a new subject have forgotten to complete 

their original prohibition with an ἐν ἑτέρᾳ παρ. ; or if χωρὶς 

..+ γραμμάτων belongs to both clauses ἐν ἑκάστῃ παρ. will also 

do so without any difficulty. 

e. xiv el δὲ μὴ BovAowro «a (P,* P,O,O, P, F,V,) R, P, F5 © 

VV, LO, R, fjoh 4 bals matt 

el δὲ Bovdrowro R, P, * B(P, R,O, F,*O, P, P,, V.*) 

P; P4 zon 
εἰ δὲ βδελύσσοιντον .Ο, Cy8 Mon joh 123 568 phot 

The Latin versions support εἰ δὲ βδελύσσοιντο, viz. Isid. 

quod si tantum (in tant.) eas abominabiles iudicauerint (puta- 

uerint) ; Dionys. quod si in tantum eas abominantur. The Prisca 

is too abbreviated to give any help, cf. the Chieti MS: p/aewit 

ut tangerent et si sic non obaudient canonem, placuit cessare. In 

only one MS (eod. veron. 63 ‘epitome hadr.’) out of over 50 

has any trace been found of another reading : quod s? noluerint 

et in tantum eas abhominabiles iudicauerint. 

Here as in c. xiii, but much more decisively, we have y and 

ὃ against a and B, and at first sight the reading seems the 

right one and it receives wide support, the Latin, John of 

Antioch, Photius, and some MSS in a and f. 

On the other hand (1) βδελύσσοιντο is much the easiest 

reading : it is the word generally used in this connection, 

ef. Can. Apost. lii, Gang. pref., 1, ix, xiv, xx; and familiar to 

the scribes from its use in the N. T.: cf. Rom. 1i. 22, Apoc. 

xxi. 8, βδέλυγμα in S. Matt. xxiv. 15 (e£. para//.), Apoc. xvii. 

4, 5, XXl. 27, βδελυκτός in Tit. i. 16. (2) The orthography 

varies very much, βδελύσοιντο, βδελύσσοιντο, βδελλύσσοιντο. 

(3) Against βδελύσσοιντο we have « and B, while the general 

decision against y and 9 weakens their authority here. (4) If 

βούλοιντο was the original reading we can understand the 

confusion with ei βούλοιντο, εἰ δὲ [μὴ] βούλοιντο, [εἰ] μὴ 

ὑπείκοιεν, but with an original βδελύσσοιντο the ground of 

confusion is to a great extent removed. 

Between ei δὲ βούλοιντο and ei δὲ μὴ Bova. it is hard to 
VOL. 1II. (e 
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decide. However, (1) as in e. xxv R, P, agree with B: (2) B, 
y, 9 agree in the absence of μή: (3) εἰ δὲ BovA. is much the 

hardest reading; we must supply οὕτως κρατεῖν ἑαυτῶν (or 

ἀπέχεσθαι with Zonaras) the οὕτως being explained by ὡς 

μηδὲ k.T.À.: (4) while μή is a very obvious correction, and so 

is inserted in V, F, by a second hand. Hence the reading 

of B seems preferable. 

The variations in e. xv τῷ kvpiakQ, πεπραγμένων, 6. Xxi 

τούτῳ συντίθεται, the addition of Anpdcar—have been already 

alluded to (pp. 179, 180). 

As a concluding test of the accuracy of the MSS it would 

be well to refer to c. xxv. Here a and f agree in ἐπιφορῆσαι 

or ἐπιφορέσαι, one of which is most probably original, and, as 

in c. xiv, the two oldest MSS of a R, P, agree with B which 

is a presumption in favour of B's reading ἐπιφορέσαι. In y we 

have ἐμφορῆσαι, an obvious emendation, but with y's usual 

correction and inaccuracy—in O, ἐμ and 7 are corrections, 

O,* reads ἐπιφορῆσαι, in F, the μ᾽ has dropped out. The best 

MSS of ὃ agree with a, ἐπιφορῆσαι, but M, M, and joh 4 8 

have adopted ἐπιφορτίσαι (a seholion in M,). Lastly, among 

the late MSS we have a new variant, ἐπιφωρᾶσαι in f. 
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APPENDIX I, 

THE SYRIAC VERSION. 

In the Text and Essay account has been taken of the Latin 

version alone, but since writing the above I have been enabled to 

give some contributions from other versions also. We have in 

Pitra’s Analecta Spicilegio Solesmensi, vol. iv, a Syriac version from 

a MS in the Paris Library, cod. 62, saec. viii, and the Latin 

translation (P) is given below. This we can supplement by a 

translation (M) of a MS of the same version in the British Museum, 

cod. add. 14,529, which has been very kindly translated for the 

essay by Professor Margoliouth : the date of this MS is given as saec. 

vil or viii, but the version must have been made at a time when the 

office of chorepiscopus had become unfamiliar ; cf. the title of c. xiii. 

An inspection of almost any canon will show that M follows the 

Greek more closely and is much more literal than P, a result which 

cannot be wholly due to the greater literalness of the Latin trans- 

lation (cf. notes on cc. ii, iij, xill, xiv, xv). Both versions are liable 

to errors of translation; besides a few enumerated below we find, in 

P—c. ill βοῶντάς re κιτιλ. translated eo quod... clamitarent, xv 

ἀπολαβεῖν emptoribus restituere, xxiv. ἐπὶ ἀνευρέσει φαρμακειῶν ut obiecta 

deperdita reperiant, in c. xiv the first εἰ βούλοιντο is omitted, while 

the translator seems to have misread or corrected the conclusion of 

c. vii, reading τότε for τὸ δέ: in M we have——c. iii rà ὑπάρχοντα 

and ἡ προλαβοῦσα omitted, v πρὸ πάντων δὲ 6 Bios translated omnium 

conversatio. Both versions again show an epexegetical or explanatory 

tendency: in P, cf. c. x οὕτως μένειν, ἐπιτραπῆναι, xi αὐτῶν made to 

mean raptores, in xii the addition of Jcet celebrare, in xxii of 

integram. vitam. But especially is this the case with M, cf. 
particularly the explanation of ro? ἄρτον ἢ ποτήριον ἀναφέρειν in c. 11, 

c. ΠΙ βρῶμά τι... δεξαμένους = aliquid cibi .. attulere ort eorum, 

c. viii to explain pera τῆς προσφορᾶς simulac recipiantur is added, in 

c. X κατάστασις and μετὰ ταῦτα are fully explained, and καταδεξαμένους 

Ο 2 
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modified by eo quod tacuerint, cf. also primum .. postea in c. xiv, 

mensuram oc annorum = ἡλικίαν ταύτην 1n c. xvi. 

With regard to the text they generally follow o, with the 

important exceptions of c. xiii ἑκάστῃ, xiv βδελύσσοιντο, and some 

agreements with y. Besides these they read συνίδοιεν in c. ii, 

and we notice the following renderings or mistakes: in c. xviii 

καθεστῶτας is made transitive, while in xvii λεπρώσαντας is intransi- 

tive; ἔνθα in xviii is also translated wrongly, wt or quales; c. xxi 

καὶ τούτῳ συντιθένται = quibus adhaeret. praesens synodus or et cum 

hoc termino consentimus, in the same canon τοὺς ὡρισμένους is qualified 

wrongly by modo, supra. We notice also that of χειμαζόμενοι (c. 

xvii) are those qui probantur, qui tentantur a daemonis. 

There are no traces of any of B's special readings (p. 164): ἱερᾶς, 

σφοδροτέρῳ, om τις (c. vi) ἀξιῶσαι (except perhaps in faciat hoc, 
M), εἰ δὲ βούλοιντο, δοκεῖ, χρόνων. 

The version has indeed a close connection with y (cf. p. 167). It 

definitely agrees in making cc. iv, v into one canon, in c. xiii 

ἑκάστῃ, Xiv ei δὲ βδελύσσοιντο, XV τῷ kvpiakQ, xxi add πληρῶσαι, XxV 

ἐὰν προσεφθάρη ; c. x qui ordinand? sunt, qui futuri sunt may point 

to καθιστάμενοι; P seems to have found χωρίς in c. vi, absque 

tormentis. But these readings are of the nature of corrections 

and would agree with the epexegetical character of the version; 

and, on the other hand, we have clearly dpróv ἢ ποτήριον in c. ii, 

διεμαρτύραντο in x, 7 15 not omitted in 111, and in xiii πρεσβυτέρους 

πόλεως seems to have been the reading translated (cf. the note on 

the canon: Mr. Turner of Magdalen College suggests it as possible 

that the original ran ἀλλὰ μὴν μηδὲ πόλεως omitting πρεσβυτέρους 

altogether, and that this was the reading translated by M). 

With 8 (cf. p. 169) the Syriac agrees in the variations mentioned 

above in cc. xiii, xiv, also in xxi add πληρῶσαι, and in iv the Syriac 

represents ὅσοι μὲν οὖν ; further M has a few more similarities—c. iii 

recta et pulcra may point ἴο ἢ συμπράττοι, xix gui professi sunt to the 

aorist, and xii decere may be a translation of δεῖν. But these are 

all, and the remaining variations of 8 of which we can speak with 

certainty are clearly rejected, viz. c.i om τι, ili περισχεθέντας (at 

least M. gives et scissa sunt vestimenta), vi μόνῃ, vii ἢ ἐν τόπῳ, lx 

τῇ ἄλλῃ, XV πεπραγμένων, XV1 ἔτη ἕτερα, XX1 πρῶτος, Xxv ἡ δὲ ἀδελφὴ ἡ, 

while P omits ἢ συμπράττοι in c. iij, and has ἐπαγγελλόμενοι in. xix, 

and both seem to read πρεσβυτέρους in c. xiii (but see above for M). 

To sum up, the Syriac practically is a version of o: its evidence 

as to the readings in cc. xiii, xiv of course is important, but on the 
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whole its tendency to agree with y will only show that if $ 

represents a western recension of the canons, y represents the 

emendations current in Antioch and the East. 

TExtT, 

Panis. cop. 62 (P). Brit. Mvs. cop. ADD. 14,529 (M). 

terum canones xxiv qui An- Synodi Ancyranae | canones 

cyrae in Galatia conditi fuerunt xxiv. Hi canones priores sunt 
a synodo ibi adunata. Canones its qui positi sunt Nicaeae. 

isti Nicaenis canonibus priores 

sunt tempore. At propter auc- 

toritatem magnae sanctaeque sy- 

nodi Nicaenae primo loco de- 

scripti sunt Nicaent canones. 

En nomina episcoporum qui 

in Ancyrae synodo adunati sunt : 

Vitalius Antiochiae, Marcellus 

Ancyrae, Agricolaus Caesareae, 

Lupus Tarsi, Basilius Amasiae, 

Philadelphus * Heliopoleos, ? Eu- 

stathius |. Nicomediae, Heraclius 

Zoloni, Petrus Icon, Nune- 

chius Laodiceae, Sergianus An- 

tiochiae in Pisidia, * Epiraorius 

Pergae, Narcissus Neronadis*. 

Isti porro episcopi, cum con- 

gregati fuissent, infra descriptos 

canones definierunt et sanxerunt. 

is 

De sacerdotibus qui sacrifi- De presbyteris qui sacrifica- 

carunt. verunt. 

De sacerdotibus illis qui, Sacerdotes 11 qui sacrificave- 

postquam sacrificaverunt, con- runt, et rursus conversi dolue- 

versi denuo agonem non quidem runt, non ab arte aliqua sed veri- 

1 Lat. Iuliopolitanus. ? Lat. Eustolus. 3 Lat. Epidaurus. 
* Lat. (codd. Paris. 8921, 11710, 11711) add. Leontius Neroniadensis, 

Longinus Dicasionensis, Amphion Alfius, Selaus Germanus. 
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astutia quadam sed veritate 

impulsi inierunt, quique id antea 

non praeordinaverunt, ut cru- 

ciati crederentur, licet ficte 

tantum et apparenter tormentis 

placuit 

synodo, ut quidem gradus honore 

dignarentur, non autem ut offer- 

rent, homilias haberent, aut 

sacerdotis quovis munere un- 
quam fungerentur. 

obiicerentur: de his 

De diaconis qui sacrificarunt. 

Diaconis qui, cum simili modo 

sacrificaverint, postea conversi 

agonem subierunt, alius honor 

concedatur; verum ab omni 

sacerdotali ministerio abstineant 

necesse est; nec deferre panem 

aut calicem ad altare nec prae- 

dicare valent. 'Quod si qui- 

busdam episcopis propterillorum 

laborem humilitatem et man- 

suetudinem aliquid amplius illis 

dare aut aliquid demere utile 

visum fuerit, plena illis potestas 

conceditur. 

The Syriac Version. 

tate, neque cum prius compo- 
suerint dolum et finxerint et per- 

suaserint, ut putarentur accipere 

tormenta, cum haec tormenta 

opinione tantum et figura affer- 

rentur neque veritate: his visum 

est honor sedis suae ut esset lis ; 

ut offerrent vero oblationem aut 

interpretarentur aut ullo modo 

implerent ministerium sacerdo- 

i tae 

De diaconis quà sacrificave- 

runt. 

Diaconi rursus qui sacrifica- 

verunt et postea conversi dolue- 

runt, honor quidem alius est iis ; 

sunt vero soluti ab omni minis- 

terio sacerdoti, ab inferendo 

altari pane vel poculo et a 

dando corpore et sanguine et 

praedicanda oratione. Quod si 

homines de episcopis * viderint 

in lis opera conversationum vel 

mansuetudinis vel suavitatis, et 

volent aliquid maius dare vel 

adimere, sit licitum iis. 

ILI. 

De illis qui dum aufugerent 

capti, ob violentiam quam passi 

sunt facti sunt ethnici. 

Illos qui dum  aufugerent 

capti aut a familiaribus traditi 

De iis quà fugientes capti sunt 

et per vim accidit ws aliquid 

paganisma. 

ji qui fugientes capti sunt 

aut a familiaribus suis traditi 

! Haec verba aceuratius reddit D.S.M. Quod si homines de episcopis 

videbunt (avvibowv) iis (i.e. apud eos) laborem aliquem vel humilitatem 
mansuetudinis et volent etc. 

2 συνίδοιεν. 
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sunt, aut alio quovis modo bonis 

possessionibusque privati, tor- 

mentis tentati, aut 1n carcerem 

coniecti sunt, eo quod se christi- 

anos esse clamitarent; quique 

violenter tractati ab illis qui 

eos deducebant, aliquid ethnicam 

religionem redolens in propriis 

manibus deferre aut escam reci- 

pere violentia coacti sunt, licet 

se christianos esse confiterentur, 

tristitiamque ex lis quae acci- 
derunt conceptam perpetuo os- 

tenderunt tum demisso aspectu 

suo, tum humili veste atque 

ratione agendi: tales immunes 

à peccato existere certum est; 

unde a communione arcendi non 

sunt. *Quod si ?a quibusdam 

repulsi sunt, sive ob nimiam 
cautelam, *sive ob ignorantiam, 

extemplo recipiantur oportet. 

Ita etiam decretum est de iis 

qui ad clerum et de iis qui ad 

statum laicalem pertinent. At 
ampliori disquisitione facta de 
laicis qui talibus in angustiis 

versati sunt, an ad ordines pro- 

moveri possint, placuit hos, ut- 

pote qui nihil peccaverint, ordi- 

nari posse, dummodo anteactae 

vitae mores reperti fuerint ho- 

nesti. 
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sunt aut alias sublata sunt ab 

iis, toleraverunt autem tormenta 

et ceciderunt in carcerem, cla- 

mantes se esse christianos, et 

*scissa sunt vestimenta eorum 

et violenter res paganismi in 
manus eorum hi qui cogebant 

eos iniecerunt, et aliquid cibi 

per vim attulere ori eorum, con- 

fitentibus per omnia se esse 

christianos, et dolorem super 

his quae acciderunt sibi omni 

ostendentibus omni 

praeparatione et humilitate et 

vita demissa: hi, tamquam 

homines qui non peccaverunt, 
ne prohibeantur omnino a com- 

Quod si prohibiti 

sunt ab hominibus propter ac- 

curationem maiorem aut propter 

ignorantiam, 

tempore 

munione. 

continuo recipi- 

antur, sive de clero sunt, sive 

de ordine laicorum. Quaere- 

batur vero et tentabatur etiam 

hoe, utrum possint laici illi qui 

in hane necessitatem inciderint 

fieri clerici; et convenit etiam 

hos, tamquam homines qui nihil 

in hoe peccaverint, si inveni- 

atur conversatio eorum recta et 

pulera, admitti ad impositionem 

manus quae in sacerdotio fit. 

SENG 

De vis qui ob diversas causas 

?n quamdam idololatriam impe- 
gerunt. 

! Quod si etiam, accuratius D.S.M. 

Deis qui per causas varias 

aliquid paganism egerunt. 

2 Gr. ὑπό τινος. 
? aut etiam quorundam ignorantia accuratius D.S.M. 
* --περισχισθέντας. 5 ec. iv, v=c. iv cum wy. 
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Inter illos qui vim passi 

sacrificarunt aut in templis ido- 

lorum manducarunt, * omnes illi 

qui, dum  incederent, festivo 

apparatu aut pretiosioribus ves- 
tibus usi sunt, quique cenae in- 

differenter participes facti sunt, 

placuit synodo, ut anno integro 

inter auditores remaneant, iii 

annis genua flectant cum paeni- 

tentibus, 11 annis orationibus 

tantum participent, et ita demum 

ad id quod perfectum est ad- 

mittantur. 

The Syriac Version, 

De iis qui per vim sacrifica- 
verunt, et cum his etiam ede- 

runt aedeidolorum : eos quidem 

qui cum ducerentur illuc, sche- 
mate laeto ascenderunt et ves- 

timentis ornamenti usi sunt et 

communicaverunt facile in cibo 

qui paratus erat, convenit annum 

unum esse infra auditores, et 

111 annos paenitentes, et 11 annos 

communicare in oratione com- 

municantium non admissos, et 

tunc venire ad illam quae per- 

fecta est. 

(V). 
Omnes autem illi qui lugubri 

veste accesserunt, quique, recli- 

nati ut manducarent, per inte- 

grum cenae tempus lacrimantes 

visi sunt, cum iii paenitentiae 

annos degerint, ad omnia reci- 

piantur praeterquam ad oblatio- 

nem. Quod si non comederint, 

cum ii annis paenitentiae vaca- 

verint, tertio anno orationi 

participent, non autem oblationi, 

ita ut quarto anno id quod 

perfectum est accipiant. Epis- 

copis autem, cum conversionis 

modum scrutati fuerint, amplio- 

rem liceat eis ostendere cari- 

tatem aut ampliorem imponere 

paenitentiam ; ante omnia autem 

attendatur priori posteriorique 

eorum conversationi, et ita illis, 

prout decuerit, ostendatur hu- 

manitas. 

Qui autem in vestimentis 

doloris et aegrimonia ascende- 

runt, et accubuerunt et ederunt 

dolentes et lacrimantes per omne 

tempus, impleverint iii 

annos in paenitentia, admitti 

sine oblatione. Quod &i accu- 

buerunt tantum neque ederunt, 

11 annos esse in paenitentia et 

cum 

in tertio communicare orationi 

communicantium sine oblatione ; 

ad eam vero quae perfecta est 

admitti quarto anno. Liceat 

autem episcopis, scrutantibus 

genus paenitentiae, aut mise- 

ricordia uti aut tempus maius 

paenitentiae adicere; omnium 

autem examinetur conversatio 

pristina et ea quae postea, et 

sic misericordia mensuretur 118. 

1 zGr. ὅσοι μὲν οὖν (D.S.M.) eum δ. 
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V (VI). 
De illis qui minis tantum 

cesserunt. 

Siquidam ministantum devicti 

et absque tormentis bonorum 

direptione aut exilio sacrifica- 

runt, neque usque ad hanc diem 

conversi paenitentiam egerunt, 

nunc autem coadunata synodo 

accedentes conversionis manifes- 

tarunt volitionem : illos placuit 

usque ad diem magnam inter 

auditores recipere, elapsa autem 

die magna, iii annos inter 

paenitentes lique 

alios annos orationi participare, 

consistere, 

quin oblationi intersint, atque 

ita ad id quod perfectum est 

annis vi elapsis admitti. Quod 

si quidam ante synodum ad 

paenitentiam admissi sunt, ab 

hoc tempore sexennii computari 

initium oportet. Si quis autem 

in periculum quoddam mortisque 

expectationem ex morbo aliave 

causa incidit, recipiatur iuxta 

decretum necesse est. 

De iis qui ob timorem tantum 

pagant facti sunt. 

De iis qui propter minas 

tantum tormentorum vel rapinae 

possessionum suarum vel exilii 

a loco concesserunt et sacrifica- 

verunt, et adhuc non paenitentes 

facti sunt neque conversi sunt, 

sed hoc tempore synodi surrexe- 
runt et ostenderunt mentem 

paenitentiae : convenit usque ad 

diem magnam admitti eos infra 

auditores et postea esse 111 annos 

in paenitentia, et post hos duos 

communicare orationi cum com- 

municantibus sine oblatione, et 

tune veniant ad eam quae per- 

fecta est, ut impleant tempus vi 

annorum. Quod si sunt homines 

qui ante hanc synodum admissi 

sunt ad paenitentiam, tunc com- 

putetur lis tempus vi annorum. 

Quod si periculum aliquod aut 

opinio mortis a morbo aut ab 

alia causa acciderit, sub condi- 

cione admittantur, 

VI (VII). 
De illis qui in diebus festis 

ethnicorum cum ethnicis come- 

derunt. 

Relate ad eos qui comedunt 

in locis ethnicis reservatis, dum 

ethnici festum celebrant, licet 

escas secum allatas manducave- 

rint, placuit synodo ut ii annis 

inter paenitentes exactis ! deinde, 

De tis quà in locisa edis ido- 

lorum vescuntur. 

De iis qui ederunt in festis 

paganismi in loco strato paganis, 
cum cibos suos secum latos 

ederint, convenit 11 annos eos 

paenitentiam agere et recipi. 

Utrum vero deceat etiam obla- 

1 ἢ διετίαν ὑποπεσόντας δεχθῆναι τότε, εἰ χρή, META τῆς προσφορᾶς" ἕκαστον 

K.T.A. 



202 

si opportunum visum fuerit, ad 

oblationem admittantur. Unus- 

quisque episcoporum disquiret 

et diiudicabit quomodo in unius- 

cuiusque casu sit agendum. 

Lhe Syriac Version. 

tionem simulac recipiantur acci- 

pere permissum voluntati unius- 

culusque episcoporum ut, cum 

examinaverit ^ conversationem 

eorum, ! faciat hoc. 

WAL (Vi, 

De illis qui pluries. sacrifi- 

carunt. 

Qui bis vel ter sacrificaverint, 

violentia compulsi, iv annos 

agant inter paenitentes, iique 

iterum annis orationi intersint, 

non autem oblationi, septimoque 

anno demum plene recipiantur. 

De dis qui saepius sacrifica- 

verunt. 

Ii qui bis terque coacti sacri- 

ficaverunt, iv annos sint in 

paenitentia, et 11 annos commu- 

nicanto in oratione sine obla- 

tione, et anno septimo perfecte 
recipiantur. 

VIII (IX). 
De illis qui aliis sacrificandi 

causa exstiterunt. 

Omnes ili qui non solum 

errarunt sed qui in ceteros 

fratres insurgentes illis vim vel 

intulerunt vel ut illis inferretur 

causa exstiterunt, 111 annos inter 

auditores remaneant, vi annos 

deinde inter paenitentes agant, 

perque alium annum ad oratio- 

nem admittantur, non autem ad 

oblationem, et ita demum, com- 

pleto decennio, ad id quod per- 

fectum est recipiantur; in eo 

autem ipso tempore eorum reli- 

quam agendi rationem observare 

oportet. 

De iis qui etiam aliis causa 

erant ut sacrificarent. 

Ji qui non solum ipsi declin- 

averunt, sed etiam surrexerunt 

et coegerunt alios et fuerunt 

aliis causa ut abnegarent, hi iii 

annos in loco inferiore audito- 
ribus et vi annos alios in loco 

paenitentium et annum alium 

acciplant communionem orati- 

onis et cum 

compleverint tempus x annorum 

sine oblatione, 

communicanto ei quae perfecta 

est, examinata cum his etiam 

conversatione vitae eorum. 

! 2. -- ἀξιῶσαι. 
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» d 
De diaconis qui matrimoni? 

convincuntur post suam ordina- 

tionem. 

Omnes diaconi, qui ordinandi 

sunt, si in ipso ordinationis 

momento interrogati dixerint se, 

quia sine uxore vivere non 

possunt, velle uxorem ducere, 

postquam matrimonium inierint, 

in officio permaneant, cum uxo- 

rem ducendi ab episcopo acce- 

Qui vero 

silentes ‘ita ordinem suscepe- 

runt, si deinceps matrimonium 

contrahant, ab officio deponan- 

tur. 

perunt licentiam. 

De diaconis qui, accepturi 

impositionem manuum, | antea 

testantur de matrimonio. 

Omnes ii qui futuri sunt dia- 

coni si eo tempore quo admit- 

tuntur ad impositionem manuum 

testati dixerunt oportere eos 

communicare, quia non possint 

ita perseverare: hi, etiam si 

postquam acceperint impositio- 

nem manuum communicant, ma- 

neant in ministerio, propterea 

quod ab episcopo ceperunt ve- 

niam ad hoc. Quod si homines 

tacuerint quo tempore accipie- 

bant impositionem manuum, et 

receperint eo quod tacuerint, se 

sic perstaturos esse et postea 

venerint in matrimonium, sol- 

vantur ministerio. 

X XE 
De feminis quae postquam 

desponsatae sunt ab alis vio- 

latae fuerunt. 

Puellae quae postquam de- 

sponsatae fuerunt ab aliis sunt 

raptae, placuit ut reddantur iis 

qui prius eas desponsarunt, eti- 

amsi raptores illis vim intulerint. 

De dis quae postquam de- 

sponsae suni corruptae sunt ab 

aliis. 

Virgines quae desponsae sunt 

et postea ab aliis raptae, con- 

venit sponsis suis pristinis reddi, 

etiamsi per vim quid acciderit 

iis. 

LXI. 
De catechumenis et de auditori- 

bus qui sacrificaverunt. 

Illi qui, cum ante baptismum 

sacrificaverunt, postea baptis- 

De iis qui, cum essent audi- 

tores, sacrificaverunt. 

Eos qui ante baptismum suum 

sacrificaverunt et postea bap- 

1 , [4 e 
Ξε καταδεξάμενοι μένειν οὕτως. 
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mum susceperunt, placuit ut ad 

ordines recipiantur, quia pecca- 

tum abluerunt. 

The Syriac Version. 

tizati sunt, convenit !decere 

venire ad ordinem cleri, prop- 

terea quod se purgaverint bap- 

tismo. 

XII (XIII). 
De chorepiscopis. 

sacerdotum 

ordinationem 

Chorepiscopis 

diaconorumque 

non licet peragere, nec civitatum 

ὃ presbyteris, absque licentia 
episcoporum per scriptum data, 

licet * celebrare in ?quovis loco. 

Quod non deceat sine episcopo 

urbis fieri clericum ab vis quibus 

rwri secundum | consuetudinem 

antiquam momen, episcopi est. 

Chorepiscopo non licet pres- 

byteros aut diaconos facere, 

neque ruri neque °in urbe sine 

venia episcopi quae fit *omni 
loco per literas. 

EI (Xy. 
De clericis qui carne absti- 

nent. 

Qui in clero perstant sive 
presbyteri sive diaconi, et ab 

esu carnium abstinent, placuit 

ut comedant et ita "salvent 

semetipsos. Quod si carnem ita 

*impuram habuerint ut etiam 
holera cum carne cocta non com- 

edant et canoni se submittere 

nolint, ab officio deponantur. 

De clericis qui se abstinent 

esu carnis. 

Qui sunt in clero presbyteri 

et diaconi qui renuunt esum 

carnis, convenit primum edere 

et postea, si volent, continere 

se ipsos; quod si *impuram 

perhibeant eam ut ne holus 

quidem coctum cum carne edant 

neque oboediant canoni, sol- 

vantur a gradibus suis. 

XIV (XV). 
De bonis ecclesiae propter ne- 

cessitatem alienatis. 

Facultates ecclesiae, quas va- 

1 ?— προάγεσθαι δεῖν. 

De rebus ecclesiae quae propter 

necessitates ecclesiae venierunt. 

Res quae propriae sunt eccle- 

? malit presbyterorum D.S.M. 
* male interpretatum : rectius presbyteros D.S. M. 

* malit ordinare D.S.M. 5 - ἑκάστῃ. 
vel melius teneant vel cohibeant D.S.M. εἰ βούλοιντο omittitur. 

$ = βδελύσσοιντο. 

$ ?— πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως. 
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cante sede episcopali abaliena- 

verint presbyteri, 'ecclesiae red- 

dantur, *ita ut penes episcopum 

sit pretiumemptoribus restituere 

vel non, quoniam multoties emp- 

toribus in magnum lucrum cessit 

rei venditae proventus. 

siae, quae cum deesset episcopus 
a presbytero venierunt, reddan- 

tur ecclesiae. Illud vero, 

utrum deceat pretium sumere 

annon, sit in arbitrio episcopi: 

quod saepe fructus eorum quae 

veniere rependit iis qui emerunt 

pretium maius. 

XV (XVI). 
De Wis qui cum bestiis com- 

miscentur, 

Relate ad eos qui se commis- 

cuerunt vel se commiscent cum 

bestiis, vigeat canon sequens: 

Qui antequam vigesimum annum 

attingerent peccarunt, xv annos 

inter paenitentes cum degerint, 

postea orationibus intersint ; et, 

cum in hac communione v annos 

expleverint, etiam oblationem 

reciplant:  attendatur tamen 

eorum vitae, dum paenitentiae 

vacant, ita ut humane tractentur. 

Quod si quidam ad satietatem 

usque in hoc peccato vixerint, 

diuturniori poena  plectantur. 

Omnes autem qui praedicta 
aetate transacta in hoc peccatum 

inciderint, etiam cum haberent 

uxores, xxy annos in paenitentia 

perseverent, postea orationibus 

communicent, atque, cum v 

annos in hac communione con- 

summaverint, oblatione digni 

habeantur. Quod si viri hab- 

entes uxores transacto quinqua- 

gesimo anno in hoc peccatum 

1 --ττῷ κυριακῷ (Ὁ). 
2 

De iis qui cum bestiis adulter- 

antur. 

De iis qui cum bestiis com- 

municaverunt vel communicant 

statuimus nos omnes eos qui 

antequam xx annos nati fuerint 

peccaverunt, xv annos paeniten- 

tiam agere, et postea communi- 

care orationi, et cum fuerint in 

communione v annos tunc etiam 

oblatione dignos haberi: pro- 

betur vero etiam conversatio 

eorum in paenitentia, et sic 

digni habeantur misericordia. 

Quod si homines ad satietatem 

perseveraverunt in peccato hoc, 

paenitentia protracta decernatur 

in eos. Qui vero praeterierunt 

mensuram xx annorum et uxores 

habentes inciderunt in peccatum 

hoc, paenitentiam agant xxv 

annos, et tune recipiantur ad 

communionem orationis, et cum 

impleverint v annos in commu- 

nione orationis, digni habeantur 

oblatione. Quod si homines 

uxores habentes et tempus | an- 

norum praetervecti peccaverunt 

accuratius in iudicio vero episcopi sit D.S. M. 
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inciderint, in extremis tantum 

oblatione donentur. 

ad finem vitae suae digni habe- 
antur communione. 

XVI (XVII). 
De illis qui postquam cum 

bestiis se commiscuerunt leprosi 

facti sunt. 

Illos qui cum bestiis se com- 

miscuerunt sunt vel!facti sunt 

leprosi, iussit synodus inter ?eos 

qui probantur orare. 

De iis qui cum bestiis vel cum 

maribus pollutt sunt vel adhuc 

polluuntur. 

Qui polluti sunt cum bestiis 

vel cum maribus et adhuc pol- 

luuntur et ‘*contabescunt, his 

imperavit synodus ut sint oran- 

tes cum iis qui *tentantur a 

daemoniis. 

XVII (XVIII). 
De episcopis consecratis qui 

repulsi sunt. 

Quod si quidam episcopi, 

postquam consecrationem acce- 
perint, a locis quorum titulares 
existunt, eo quod accepti non 

fuerunt, ad alium locum migrare 

voluerint, episcopos ?qui eos 

consecraverunt conturbantes et 

vexantes, excitando contra illos 

tumultus, tales segregentur. Si 

autem pacifice se gerere volu-. 

erint in sacerdotio, ὅ αὖ sacer- 

dotes antea existebant habeantur 

nec a gradu deponantur. Sin 

autem tumultus cierint adversus 

episcopos ibi existentes, ab illis 

auferatur etiam sacerdotis mu- 

nus, denuntiatosque se noscant. 

1 Gr. λεπρώσαντας. 

3 Gr. τοὺς καθεστῶτας. * Gr. καθέζεσθαι. 

De wis qui fuerunt episcopi 

neque recepti sunt. 

Quod si homines qui fuerunt 

episcopl neque recepti sunt in 

locis quibus nominati erant, et 

ad alia loca volent ire, cogentes 

et excitantes turbas contra eos 

?qui se fecerunt, hi sint cir- 

cumscripti. Quod si volent 

rursus fieri presbyteri ? quales 

fuerunt antea, ne alienentur 

honore suo. Quod si turbave- 

rint adversus episcopos ?qui 

fecerunt se, adimatur iis etiam 

honor presbyterii et sint pro- 

Scripti. 

? Gr. τοὺς χειμαζομένους. 

5 Gr. ἔνθα ἦσαν &.T.A. 
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XVIII (XIX). 
De illis qui, postquam virgini- 

tatem — voverunt, in mundum 

redierunt, sive viris sive feminis, 

et de mulieribus cohabitantibus. 

Omnes qui virginitatem vo- 

vent votaque frangunt, canoni 

bigamos respicienti submittan- 

tur. Virgines quae sororum 

more cum quibusdam commo- 

rantur, arcemus. 

XIX 

De laicis quorum usxores, vel 

ipsi, adulteria commiserunt. 

Quod si cuiusdam uxor vel 

ipse adulterium commiserit, post 

vii annos ad id quod perfectum 

est admitti possunt, iuxta gradus 

antea descriptos. 

De iis qui propter virginitatem 

et de 

mulieribus iis quae sub schemate 

sororum habitant cum viris. 

abnegaverunt | mundum 

Ti } qui professi sunt virgini- 

tatem et violant professionem 

suam, terminum qui statutus 
est in eos qui ducunt duas 

uxores impleant. Virgines vero 

ilas quae sub specie sororum 

habitant cum hominibus pro- 

hibuimus. 

(XX). 

De ws quibus sunt wwores 

adulteratae vel qui adulterantur. 

Si fiet ut uxor hominis adul- 

teretur, aut homo cum uxore 

alterius adulterium faciat, post 

vii annos digni censeantur com- 

munione oblationis. 

XY (XX. 

De mulieribus quae pueros 

suos necant. 

Mulieres quae, cum scortatae 

fuerunt, pueros occidunt aut 

tentant fetum opprimere, ad 

finem vitae usque excommuni- 

catione. plectebantur iuxta pri- 

ores canones, "quibus adhaeret 

praesens synodus. — Attamen, 

cum hoe decretum aliquatenus 

rigidum visumfuerit, decrevimus 

1 ?zémavyyeMágevo. 

De ws quae varie occidunt li- 

beros suos a stupro. 
De quae  constu- 

prantur et occidunt liberos suos, 

et iis quae callide agunt et per- 

dunt fetus suos, terminus prior 

usque ad exitum earum de 

mundo prohibet eas; ?et cum 
hoc termino consentimus. Sed 

inventa re  clementiore hoc 

tempus x annorum definivimus 

feminis 

? Gr. kai τούτῳ συντίθενται. 
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ab istis mulieribus x annos se- 

cundum gradus ‘modo definitos 

? esse explendos. 

The Syriac Version. 

?ut impleant, secundum gradus 

' supra distinctos. 

XEÍ (KH 
De homicidis voluntaris. 

Qui volentes homicidia per- 

petrant inter paenitentes in- 

tegram vitam agant: sed ad id 

quod perfectum est in extremis 

admittantur. 

De iis qui sponte sua occidunt. 

Ii qui sponte sua occidunt 

sint in paenitentia omne tempus 

vitae suae: ea vero quae per- 

fecta est in exitu suo e mundo 

digni censeantur. 

XXII (XXIIL). 

De homicidis involuntarits. 

Homicidis involuntariis vetus 

canon vii annos praescribebat 

antequam ad id quod perfectum 

est iuxta gradus definitos ad- 

mitterentur: secundus autem 

canon v annos tantum prae- 

scribit. 

De ws qui non sponte sua 

occidunt. 

De caedibus quae accidunt 

citra voluntatem, mandatum 

prius vii annos statuit in actiones 

eorum secundum gradus supra 

positos: hoc vero alterum tem- 

pus v annorum definivit in eos 

ut impleant. 

XXIII (XXIV). 
De ariolis. 

Qui divinationis artem exer- 

cerunt aut ethnicorum mores 

imitantes in domos suos divinos 

inducunt, ?ut obiecta deperdita 

reperiant vel ut puritatem con- 

sequantur, canoni v annos de- 

finienti iuxta gradus praescriptos 

subiaceant, 111 annos in paeni- 

tentia lique annos in oratione 

explentes, absque tamen parti- 

cipatione in oblatione. 

1 Gr. τοὺς ὡρισμένους. 

De praestigiatoribus et lis qui 

praestigiatores sunt et consue- 

tudines paganismi sequuntur et 

iis qui introducunt homines in 

domos suas ut ad inventionem 

magicae vel ad purgationem : 

sub canone v annorum ponantur 

secundum gradus ibi definitos : 

iil annos in paenitentia et ii in 
oratione sine oblatione. 

? -- πληρῶσαι (Ὁ). 

83. Gr, ἐπὶ ἀνευρέσει φαρμακειῶν ἢ καὶ καθάρσει. 
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XXIV 

De illis qui virgines violant 

et de illis qui fetus opprimere 

tentant. 

! Quod si quis adolescentulae 

sibi desponsatae sororem viola- 

verit ita ut fructum ab ea 

habuerit, postea tamen despon- 

satam duxerit, et ila quam 

intulerit : 

de illis qui ita scienter agunt 

praescribit synodus ut, x annis 

expletis, cum eis ?qui simul 

orantes adstant iuxta gradus 

violavit sibi necem 

209 

(XXV). 
De iis qui norunt de corrup- 

tione virginis. 

! &i factum est ut desponsarit 
homo puellam et postea corrup- 

erit sororem eius, eaque ab eo 

conceperit, et rursus duxerit 

Sponsam suam; ea vero quae 

concepisset suspenderit se ip- 

sam: Jis qui norant actionem 

imperatum est ut post x annos 

veniant ?ad communionem ob- 

lationis iuxta gradus definitos. 

definitos admittantur. 

Desimunt canones xxiv in 

synodo Ancyrae conditi. 

ApPENDIX II. 

THE ARMENIAN VERSION. 

Tue appended translation (as literal a one as possible) of the 

Armenian version of the canons has been very kindly made for me 

by Mr. Conybeare, of University College, from a MS in his own 

possession, and to him I am also indebted for the following 

information. 

In his history of the Armenian versions (Venice, 1890), 

P. Karékim assigns the sixth and eighth centuries as the limits 

for the translation of the Armenian book of canons, which he 

further supposes to have been made partly from the Greek, and 

partly from the Syriac. No grounds are given for either opinion ; 

but the Armenian of the version would appear to be of about the 

seventh century, and this is borne out by internal evidence, thus 

the office of chorepiscopus requires explanation (c. xiv), d?oecesis is 

used in its later sense as equivalent to παροικία, and, more 

significantly, ‘Roman’ is used for ‘Greek’ in c. xiv. Again, the 

spelling of the names in the preface would support a Syriac 

original, for the transliteration direct from the Greek is usually 

1 = ἐὰν προσεφθάρη. ? Gr. eis τοὺς συνεστῶτας. 

VOL. III. P 
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much more exact, but comparison with the Syriac versions in 

App. i does not at all support this supposition. The Armenian 

has never been published. There are MSS of it at Venice and 

Jerusalem, but not of an early date; the best are in Edschmiadzin, 

but even they appear to be only of the fourteenth century. 

The version, as will be seen at once, varies so much from the 

Greek as to afford hardly any evidence as to various readings 

in the original, The last six canons are missing, but the loss is 

balanced by the insertion of a new canon (x) and of much new 
matter, e.g. in cc. Ix, xi, xvii, xx. Canon xv supports an original 

βδελύσσοιντο; but on the other hand πρεσβυτέρους may have been 

read in c. xiv, which is closer to the Greek than most of the canons, 

though ἐν ἑτέρᾳ παροικίᾳ is omitted. 

On other grounds the version is very interesting. Its chief 

characteristic is an increase in severity: the terms of penitence are 

much heavier than in the Greek, cf. e. g. cc. iv, viii, ix, xvii; the 

presbyters and deacons, in cc. i and 11, must have undergone great 

violence to excuse their fall; deacons who break their pledge of 

celibacy suffer a heavy penance in addition to deprivation (c. xi); 

the sterner view is taken as to the eating of meats or idolothyta 

in c. x ; and lastly the sin of apostacy and of causing others to 

apostatize 1s regarded as most heinous, under the ‘first canons’ 

death was the penalty for the latter, but the fathers at the peril of 

seeming contradiction to Holy Scripture’ permitted the offenders to 

receive the viaticum. On the other hand they appeal to the 

misericordia Christi as the ground for leniency in cc. iii, xvii (? vii). 

So too almsgiving and munificentia erga pauperes is insisted upon 

as an indispensable sign of penitence, cf. cc. vii, vill, ix, x, xi. 

Technical terms are fully explained, e. g. ἐκκηρύκτους in c. xix and 

the stages of penance in cc. iv, xx. Among such explanations we 

notice in c. i that ὁμιλεῖν is rendered ad Z2nterpretationem sedere, the 

interpretatio being the translation of the Greek or Syriac lections 

into the vernacular ; also that testamentum legere is a ‘ liturgical’ 

function of the presbyters, as to this day the reading of the Gospel 

is restricted to priests or deacons. The Armenian word for clerus 

in c. iii (as for clericus in xv. tit.) means * covenant,’ or ‘ vow,’ and 

so denotes all those who have taken vows, and thus includes monks 

also and at times even all the faithful as being bound by baptismal 

1 Viz. to the words of Christ, Negabo et eum coram patre meo : but perhaps 

the original signified obedience to the divine precept, viz. to the remission of 

sins, quaecumque solveritis, ete. Cf. note. 
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vows; hence the cleri pueri are not the families of the clergy, but the 
children of the church (cf. Acts iii. 25). Ordination is wnct?o (c. xi, 
xiv), but it is also marked by laying on of hands (c. xiv tit. ete.). The 

chorepiscopus is regarded as possessing full episcopal powers, only 

differing in point of dignity from the town bishops who are valde 

magni. 

The consistent alteration of the terms of penitence in the direction 

of greater severity, and the supplementary character of the new 

matter introduced, as well as the definition of penance before left 

vague (e.g. in c. xx) suggests two conclusions: (a) that the canons 

were still in practical force in Armenia at the date of the version 

and that would be due to the close proximity of and wars with the 

Arabs; this will also explain the stern view taken of apostacy in 

c. ix, with the allusion to the sentence of death which could have 

only been enforced under a Christian government :- (5) that in the 
present version we have an authoritative revision of the original 

canons by a council, or some other authority, in Armenia; such a 

council, and not that of Ancyra, would be the secundum concilium 

of c. ix, and the primi canones be those of a previous Armenian 

synod, as their enactment is certainly not in the canons of any 

Greek council. 

EXORDIUM. 

Hi canones priores sunt quam illi qui Nicaeae instituti sunt, Qui 

enim Nicaeae instituti sunt, ut ' antiquiores instituti sunt propter 

grave maximumque concilium quod congregatum est in urbe Nicaea. 

Qui undique congregati sunt in concilium Ancyranum, eorundem 

nomina subscripta sunt istic: Marcellus Ancyranus, Agricolaeus 

Caesariensis, ? Paulus Tarsensis, Vitalia Antiochensis, ? Barselius 

ex Amasia, Philadelphus Iuliopolitanus, * Eustrolius Nicomedensis, 

Heraclius Zelonensis, Petrus Iconensis, Nunechius Laodicensis. 

Sergianus ab Antiochia Pisidica urbe veniens?, Convenientes ergo 

Ancyram, unanimiter congregatis orthodoxis, dissolutionis causa 

Lyciae impietatis quae ad idolothyta sollennia invitos cogebat 

presbyteros, instituerunt secundum peccata terminum modumque 

paenitentiae, viginti capita canonum qui isti sunt, 

1 Haec verba Armenice aequiparant πρεσβεύειν ‘to be better, more important.’ 
2 Lupus syr. et lat. isid. * Basilius syr. et lat. 1514, 
* Eustolus lat. isid. 
5 Syr. add. Epiaorius Pergae (? Epidaurus), Narcissus Neroniadis, et lat. 

isid. etiam in quibusdam mss, Leontius Neroniadensis, Longinus Dicasionensis, 
Amphion Alfius, Selaus Germanus, 

P2 
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I. De presbyteris qui ethnicorum violentia usque ad tormenta 

mortisque minas provecta ipsi propter metum  sacrificaverunt, 

posteaque laboraverunt et solliciti sunt et revera redierunt: de 

talibus placuit sancto concilio, ut honorem cathedrae secundum 

ordinem habeant, sed ad interpretationem sedere vel oblationem 

offerre vel testamentum legere ne liceat. 

II. Idem canon et diacono constituatur, si ab invito factum sit 

sacrificium et sine voluntate, sique sit reditus sincerus. Placuit mag- 

no concilio: in sacerdotium ne accedant, sed in ordine ministerii 

remaneant; si vero cruciatus et supplicium ab iniquis graviter in- 

ciderint reditusque sincerus fuerit, episcopus sit arbiter ! presbytero 

et diacono an digni sint qui sui quisque gradus ministerio fungantur. 

III. De laicis et de cleri iuvenibus: si quis coactus fuerit 

impiorum violentia ad sacrificandum et direptis eorum bonis 

aliisque permaximis mortibus illatis, sique illi conclamaverint 

se christianos esse et de deo alio quodam nihil plane cognoscere, 

et si coacti ederint idolothyta maesti et animo contristati, non sine 

plangore lacrimisque, ?iis per misericordiam Christi venia detur ut 

mortalibus et infirmis: talibus in ordinem ministerii obsignari 

liceat. Si quis vero de clero sit, dignus est qui adducatur in 

gradum sacerdotii; praesertim si prior vita recta fuerit, ut ac- 

cipiantur placuit maximo concilio. 
IV. De iis qui violentia abducti sunt ad sacrificandum, posteaque 

cum pervenissent in locum volenter hilares solutique per lusum 

risusque lascivierunt in eorum templis, tunc autem in paenitentiam 

adducti sunt: placuit propter amorem dei erga homines ut duo 

annos audiat, et iii annos in vestibulo particeps sit precum, duoque 

annos ingressus ecclesiam cum paenitentibus egrediatur; vitam 

perquisitus eucharistiam participet. 
V. Qui pullo amictu iverunt et inter accubitionem  epularem 

ederunt, sed diem totum toro accumbentes fleverunt paenitueruntque, 

cum segregati substratique compleverint paenitentiam, triennium 

sine eucharistia accipiantur. §i vero non comederint, biennium 

segregentur; tertio iam anno participent sine eucharistia, ita ut 

quod perfectum praecipuumque est post tres annos accipiant, id est 

eucharistiam. Episcopos penes sit, cum morem reditus spectaverint, 

peccantem indulgentius tractare vel et aliquantulo spatium paeni- 

tentiae proferre. Praecipue et ante omnia quae fuerit anteacta 

1 Arm. eritsoun TQ πρεσβυτέρῳ. 
? 1 vel e£ per misericordiam Christi venia data sit vitae eorum mortali, i.e. 

ita ut tormenta corporis non passi sint. 
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vita peccantis et in quibus versatus sit omni modo investigatio fiat 

et probatio, secundum quam et indulgentia aestimabitur. 

VI. De iis qui minis coacti suppliciove seu bonis mulctati seu 

exsulantes oboedierunt sacrificaveruntque, neque adhuc rediverunt 

neque exomologesin fecerunt, nunc autem et ante tempus concilii 

animum induerunt paenitentis redeuntisque : placuit usque ad diem 

Pascharum audiant tantum, post autem magnam diem, Pascharum 

dico, sub disciplina sint iii annos; at peracto biennio participent 

sine eucharistia, et hoc modo usque ad rem perfectam veniant; eo 

ut omnino vi annos compleant. Si quis autem ante concilium ut 

paenitens exceptus sit, ab eo tempore aestimetur eidem initium vi 

annorum complendorum. Si cui vero periculum vel exspectatio 

mortis inciderit propter morbum vel aliam causam, is accipiat sub 
definitione. 

VII. De iis qui ethnicorum in domos iverunt, ubi et locus 

paratus est sese impurandi causa, praesertim si et suos cibos 

attulerint ibique se lasciviae dediderint: etenim de talibus liber 

dicit, ‘commiste sunt inter gentes et didicerunt opera eorum : de his 

placuit ut triennium audiant, bienniumque ?substrati participent 

preces; ad episcopi tandem placitum per misericordiam compas- 

sionemque erga pauperes participent eucharistiam. 

VIIL. De iis qui iterum tertioque euntes idolothyta comederunt, 

suosque cibos tulerunt obtuleruntque, postea vero exhortante epi- 

scopo ipsoque animo, in exomologesin paenitentiamque venerunt: 

placuit vii annos sub disciplina sint, et duo annos preces participent, 

ut paenitentes substrati; deinde spectati et posteram vitam et sin- 

ceritatem paenitentia afflictione et misericordia beneficentiaque erga 

pauperes comprobantes ad episcopi placitum eucharistiam participent. 

IX. Deiis qui ipsi non abstinuerunt a sacrificiis sed et fratres 

et amicos suos dolo seduxerunt ut una cum ipsis perderentur, 

propuleruntque eos praecipes in imam foveam, perinde atque 

scriptum est, °foveam suis fodit, im eandem cadat quam fecit. 

tales et primi canones interfici iusserunt, sed * secunda vice placuit 

unanime maximo concilio ?offendere divino praecepto, gui autem 

negaverit me coram hominibus, negabo et ego eum coram, paire eo 

qui est in coelis et * quaecumque solveritis super terram erunt soluta 

1 Ps. evi. 35. ? Arm. tind dzeramb —sub manu. ? Pa, vik 16 (Ὁ). 
* forte legendum : secundo placuit unanime maximo concilio. 

* insulsa lectio videtur offendere, nisi particula negativa antecedat, quae 
deesse videtur, vel vox ipsa adhaerere possit significare. ; vide autem pag. 210. 

* S. Matt. x. 33 et xviii. 18. 
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n coelo ; itaque placuit cuncto maximo concilio ut vivant neque 

moriantur; si facto reditu salutis usque ad plenam exomologesin 

adducti fuerint insaniae magistri qui familiares ad insaniam ad- 

egerunt, prae gravi paenitentia magnaque tribulatione viaticum 

accipiant. Quos autem insanos reddiderunt, quinquennium * sub 

disciplina sint, iv vero annos substrati preces participent, prae 

munificentia erga pauperes eucharistiam participent. 

? X. De iis qui comedunt sine discrimine et indifferenter cibos 

ethnicorum : placuit concilio magno deumque amanti dicere *omn?a 

munda mundis, coinguinatis autem omne immundum, id esse 

quodcunque dignum sit iis comedere licere. Si fieri possit, ne 

degustet omnino; sin gulam audeat, caseum carnemque quae viro 

catechumeno mactata sit ne comedat ; sed omnem cibum potumque 

et frugem et cramben etiam quae idolis cunque oblata fuerint, 

ne degustet omnino; quae vero per sacrificium labe haud maculata 

fuerint, panis, vinumque, lae, fruges, crambe, vestimenta, bestia; 

libera sint. *JVolite tamen dare sanctum canibus, cibos cleri sanctae 

ecclesiae ὅ homini, *cui character domini non impressus sit, canones 

vetant. Sin vero mavis id agere quod ab apostolo dictum est, 

Tomne quod in macello venit, manducate, audi continuo, s? qwis 

autem dixerit, hoc àmmolatwm est idolis, nolite manducare. Si quis 

vero praecepto huie offendat et gulae obtemperet, paenitentia et 

eleemosyna peccatum expiet, unum annum substernatur, sed ὅ cleri 

pueris ne omnino socius fiat; nonne scriptum est, °in sapientia 

ambulate ad eos qui foris sunt, ne nomen domini per vos blasphemetur 

inter gentes ? 

XI (X). Diaconis qui cum ad unctionem adducti sint conclam- 

averint se castos esse nequire, sancte nubere fas est, quia " honor- 

abile connubium et torus immaculatus ; posteaque ad sacerdotium 

promoveantur et palam libereque episcopo administrent. At siqui 

in unctione ipsa tacuerunt et in approbatione idcirca professi sunt 

ut confirmarentur in gradu, postea autem nupserunt, a sacerdotio 

cessent et ab ordine ministrantium ecludantur; vii annos inter 

audientes et duo annos substratus munificentia erga pauperes explet 

! Arm. und kargok ad lit. — sub tussis. 

* Hic canon non in graecis reperitur. 
* Tit, i. 15. ! S. Matt. vii. 6. 
? per facilem emendationem M. Baronian, textus enim armenius hic 

corruptus est, 

δ id est non baptizato; cf. 1 Cor. i. 16 arm. 7 1 Cor. x. 25 et 28. 

* id est filiis ecclesiae ; cf. Acts iii. 25. 
? Col. iv. 5 et Rom, ii. 24. P Heb, xib.-4. 
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peccata; sed examinatus spectatusque paenitentiam ab episcopo 

participabit eucharistiam, sed in ordinem et ministerium ne intret. 

XII (XI) Sed quaecumque desponsae sint virgines nuptaeque 
repertae sint, postea vero ab aliis raptae sint, placuit ut restituantur 

iis quibus erant desponsae, vel si ob violentiam refugiant ne liceat. 

XIII (XII). Qui ante baptisma sacrificaverunt posteaque baptizati 

sunt, placuitin gradum promoveantur tales, ut qui fonte lustratisunt. 

XIV (XIII) Chorepiscopis ne liceat presbyteros diaconosque 

unguere, neque autem creare seu unguere ! presbyteros in ulla urbe 

sine permissu episcopi seu per litteras seu ipsa voce mandantis. 

Etenim qui in regionibus sive pagis episcopales erant, tales appellat 

chorepiscopos: chorepiscopus enim * Graece appellatur inspector 

pagi, factoque discrimine eorum qui valde magni sunt, nempe qui 

civitatibus praefecti sunt, episcopi appellantur regionum. 

XV (XIV). Qui de clero sint presbyteri vel diaconi aut alio 

quidem munere in ministerio fungantur, abstineantque sese carne, 

sed appetitu ad gustandam adducantur, palam neque clam comedant; 

si autem maluerint, abstineant: et hoc et illud canones permittunt. 

Si quis tamen ?pro impuro habeat sive cramben sive panem 

propter carnis contagionem, eum ecclesiae canones non accipiunt. 

XVI (XV). De facultatibus quae ecclesiae esse definitae sunt, 

quodcumque sit, sive domus seu ager seu arvum, antequam 

episcopus in vico esset, sed presbyteri vendiderunt, potestatem 

habeat easdem ab iis exigendi: postea vero episcopus aestimabit et 
ius et pretium rei, utrum pretium oporteat adimere an reddere. 

XVII (XVI). De iis qui sese bestiario stupro polluerunt: si quis 

iuvenis veluti xv annos natus peccaverit, xv annos audiat posteaque 

quinquennium substernatur; paenitentiaque eius investigetur per- 

quiraturque; is, si lacrimis et corde paenituerit, eleemosynaque 

peecatum expiaverit, dignus fiat qui participet eucharistiam. Sin 

vero adultus peccaverit veluti xx annos natus, xx annos audiat 

quinquenniumque substernatur; si tamen in peccatis perseveraverit, 

spatii plus addatur paenitentiae; fervorem et eleemosynam spectetur 

et eucharistiam participet. S1tamen uxorem habens sese polluerit, 

usque ad vitam peractam inter audientes sit cum gemitu et afflic- 

tione eleemosynaque; placuit magno concilio propter *hwmani 

generis amorem ut in discessu vitae acciplat viaticum. Bestiam 

vero, si ad edendum sit idonea, canes comedant lac carnemque. 

XVIII (XVII). Qui corpus maculosum seu lentigine sive alio quo 

! ? πρεσβυτέρους πόλεως. 2 Arm. Horome i.e. Romane. 
5. ? βδελύσσοιντο. * ? φιλανθρωπία (Tit. iii. 4). 
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morbo habent, si clanculum alios contagione morbosos reddiderint, 

inter daemoniacos teneantur. 

XIX (XVIII) Qui episcopi erant institutique, repudiati autem 

a dioecesi quae deputata est, in alteram dioecesin adire voluerunt 

vique alterius dioecesis episcopum cogere, adducta re in contentionem 

turbamque, tales fas est ab ecclesia pellere et occludere. Si tamen 

velint in ordine cuius erant presbyteratus sedere et nomen pres- 

byterale habere, digni sunt acceptione. Sin episcopo obviam eant 

et resistant, omnino ab honore presbyteratus pellantur et coram 

ecclesia sit publica expulsio, eo ut omnibus notificetur. 

XX (XXI) Qui iam adulti castitatis professionem fecerunt, 

posteaque vota non servaverunt et fornicati sunt, tales abhinc 

casti esse nequeunt: velut si duas feminas duxerit, talis ha- 

beatur; subiiciatur condicionibus paenitentiaeque; biennium in 

vestibulo substernantur, unum vero annum iam in ecclesiam 

ingressi cum paenitentibus egrediantur ; animum et cor paenitentis 

ostendant et participent eucharistiam; sed ad unctionem sacer- 

dotalem ne promoveantur. Virginibus autem quae quibusdam veluti 

sorores sese consociabant, diutius ne consocient, interdiximus. 

ANCYRANI CANONES, CAPITA XX. 

I. De sacerdotibus qui necessitate immolaverunt. 

II. De diaconis idem facientibus. 

III. De cleri pueris qui vi coguntur ad idolothyta comedenda. 

IV. De ws qui volenter sacrificaverunt. 

V. De wis qui hilariter manducaverunt. 

VI. De gavisis qui quominus paeniterent morati sunt. 

VIL. De iis qui in domos iverunt ethnicorum atque comederunt. 

VILI. De ws qui perseveraverunt in peccatis. 

IX. De its qui et ipsos et alios deceperunt. 

X. De non dando wm oblationibus cibos infidelium. 

XI (X). De diaconis qui feminam ducunt. 

XII (XI). De tis qui abripiunt virgines desponsatas. 
XIII (XII). De tis qui post sacrificationem baptizati sunt. 

XIV (XIII). De manus imponentibus chorepiscopis sacerdoti. 

XV (XIV). De clericis qui voluerunt carnem gustare. 

XVI(XV). De facultatibus quae ecclesiae appellatae sunt. 

XVII (XVI). De animalia struprantibus. 
XVIII (XVII). De cis qui corpore maculoso sunt. 

XIX (XVIII). De episcopo qui alienam dioecesi occupat. 
XX (XIX). De iis qui castitatem profitentur. 
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THE CHELTENHAM LIST OF THE CANONI- 

CAL BOOKS OF THE OLD AND NEW 

TESTAMENT AND OF THE WRITINGS 

OF CYPRIAN :. 

[W. Sanpay.] 

The following articles may be consulted :— 

Mommsen, Zur lateinischen Stichometrie, in Hermes, Bd. xxi. pp. 142-156, 

J. Weiss, Eín neugefundenes Kanon- Verzeichniss, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 

J. Wiss. Theol., Jahrg. xxx. (1887), pp. 157-171. 

Harnack, review of Mommsen in Theol. Literaturzeitung, Jahrg. xi. (1886), 

cols. 172-176. 

Zahn, review in Zeitschr, f. kirchl. Wissenschaft, 1886, pp. 113-118. 

I have not seen an article by Volkmar in Theol. Zeitschr. aus der Schweiz, 

1886, p. 184 ff. Zahn seems to promise a special * Beilage! on the subject in 

the forthcoming second volume of his Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons. [Appeared 

Oct. 1890]. 

Wz in England are too often indebted to foreign scholars 

for the discovery of our own treasures. When Prof. Mommsen 

was in England in the autumn of 1885 he found in the 

Phillipps Collection at Cheltenham (since in part dispersed) a 

MS. of no great value in itself, but which derives a certain 

value, as Prof. Mommsen was not slow to recognise, from a 

list inserted in it of the Books of the Old and New Testaments 

and of the writings of Cyprian. The interest of this turned 

of course mainly upon the substance of the list, but it was 

enhanced by the occurrence of a note which seemed to give it 

a date, and that a date as early as the year 359 A.D. 

The MS. was numbered 12266 in the Phillipps Collection, 

* The substance of this essay was read on Feb. 22, 1886. It has been re- 
written, in view of the materials which have accumulated in the interval, but 

the part relating to Cyprian is left much as it was. 
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and is ascribed to the tenth century. I saw it after Prof. 

Mommsen in the summer of 1886, and took some notes, which 

have not however been verified. The lists are quite cor- 

rectly given by Prof. Mommsen, whose proofs were revised 

by Mr. Fenwick, Jun., son of the owner of the library. The 

only point on which a question may be raised (as to the 

interpretation of the data for Cyprian’s Testimonia ad 

Quirinum) will be noticed below. The MS. is thus de- 

scribed in the late Sir Thomas Phillipps’ Catalogue, from 

which an extract is given in Zangemeister’s Durchforschung der 

Bibliotheken England's (Vienna, 1877), p. 99. I keep Zange- 

melster's numbering. 

(1) Eusebii Cronica de Generationibus Bibliae '. 

(2) Persecutiones octo contra Christianos. 

(3) Prophetiae ex Sacris Libris. 

(4) Virtutes Eliae Prophetae. 

(5) P. ysel Eio? (sic) do. 

(6) Comparationes ? Hominum. 

(7) Liber Generationis Hominum. 

(8) Nomina Regum Samariae. 

(9) Nomina Prophetarum et Sacerdotum. 

(10) Patriae Levitarum. 

(11) Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 

(12) Index Librorum Canonicorum Vet. et Novi Test *. 

(13) De Locis Hebraicis. 

(14) Alia Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 

(15) Excerpta ex Cassiani Collationibus, 

1 The opening words of the MS. are Chronica Eusebii Caesariensis epi 

Incipiunt Generationes totius Bibliothecae. Sir T. Phillipps clearly did not 

profess to reproduce exactly the titles in the MS. My notes are not quite 

sufficient to allow me to give a revised list, or I would do so: the principal 

points are noted below. 

2 My notes have distinctly Incipiunt etia helisei uirtutes. 

3 Contropationes (= ἀντιθέσεις 1) Cod., i.e. distinctions of persons bearing 

the same name, as Adam the protoplast, Adam jfilius barao (Adad filius 

Badad Vulg. in 1 Chron, i. 46; the various reading will be noticed), ete. 

* The list of the writings of Cyprian is omitted, 
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(16) Augustinus de Gratia et Libero Arbitrio. 

(17) Augustinus de Correptione et Gratia. 

(18) De Origene, qui scripsit Mille et Sexcentos Libros. 

Fol. min. mb. s. x. folio 105. 

There is nothing I believe really by Eusebius in the MS. 

The first 100 pages are a miscellaneous compilation consisting 

of lists of various kinds, digested and classified, such as did 

duty for biblical and chronological science in the early Middle 

Ages. The larger portion (beginning on p. 66) is taken from 

the so-called Liber Generationis, itself a statistical account of 

the sons of Noah, their dispersion and the regions which they 

oecupied, the mountains and rivers of Seripture, the judges, 

kings of Judah, kings of Rome, prophets, prophetesses, 

high priests, and the like. The learned opinion of the 

present day seems to be on the whole favourable to the view 

that Hippolytus was the author of this work!. Another 

and still better MS., No. 1829 ?, in the Phillipps Catalogue, 

was also at Cheltenham, and is now, I suppose, with the 

other Meerman MSS. at Berlin. Both MSS. were derived 

from the same archetype, but the older MS. was differently 

dated and had not the lists of books. On p. 77 of the 

* So Mommsen, Krusch, and Duchesne (Lib. Pontif. p. iii). Zahn expresses 

dissent (Z. f. kirchl. Wiss. 1886, p. 113), but he has not yet, so far as I 

know, published his reasons. If it is not by Hippolytus himself, it seems at 

least to belong to the time of Hippolytus. The leading MS. is dated in a 
number of places the thirteenth year of Alexander Severus (206 from the 

Passion, A.M. 5738 —234 A. D.). The work circulated in two forms, sometimes 

separately and sometimes incorporated in the larger compilation which passes 

under the name of Fredegarius (Duchesne, wt sup.). It has been published at 

various times by Canisius, Thesaurus Mon. Eccles. et Hist., tom. ii. 147 ff. (ed. 

Basnage, Amsterdam, 1725), Labbe, Nova Bibl. MSS., f. 298 ff. (Paris, 1657), 

and recently (froin an inferior MS., but with an attempt to restore the lost Greek 

original) by Pitra, Analecta Sacra, ii. 274 ff. (1884). 

* Mommsen by a slip of the pen says 1895. The MS. in question is the same 

from which the Liber Generationis was originally published by Labbe, and 

the same also with the Codex Middlehillensis of Jerome’s Chronicle (Schoene’s 

M ; described on p. xiv of his edition): it was written in the eighth century, 

Ruehl conjectures at Verona, and came into the Meerman collection from the 

Jesuit Collége de Clermont. The Liber Generationis begins on p. 183. 
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younger MS., inserted among the Hippolytean matter, is a 

chronological calculation which is brought down to the con- 

sulship of the two brothers Eusebius and Hypatius (eubiwm et 

(ypasium, frs Cod.) in the year 359, which tallies exactly 

with a further calculation, that from the founding of Rome to 

the imperium of G. Julius Caesar was 705 years, and from 

Julius Caesar to the consuls Eusebius and Hypatius an 

additional 406 years (705+ 406 — 1111 A.U.C.=358/9 A. D.) 

This note comes at the end of a list of the kings of Rome !. 

Then follow names of prophets and prophetesses, kings of 

Israel, and high priests; then on yp. 81 some interpretations 

of Hebrew names (not from the work of Hippolytus); then 

on p. 82 begins the list of the Books of the Old Testament ; 

on pp. 83, 84 the lists of the Books of the New "Testament 

and of the works of Cyprian; and at the end of these con- 

tinuously in the same line some more interpretations from 

the Hebrew. These are not, I believe, taken directly from 

Jerome. A confused mass of such interpretations was floating 

about at the time when the MS. was written, though they 

would no doubt be less common in the year 359. 

There is an interval of five pages between the chronological 

note and the Biblical and Cyprianie lists; and the text 

which connects them is not all taken from the same work. 

It will be seen therefore that there is but a very small 

presumption that the lists in question proceeded from the same 

hand as the note. We are thrown back upon the internal 

evidence of the lists; and though there are features in them 

which would agree sufficiently well with such a date as 359, 

there are others which have the appearance of being somewhat 

later. 

Dr. Mommsen, as he explains, was hurried in his examina- 

tion of the MS.; and he does not mention the fact that it 

contains another note of time not quite consistent with that 

which he has given. On p. 66, at the beginning of the table 

! Not, I think, * kings of Judah' (as Mommsen, p. 143): the kings of Rome 

come between, 
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of contents of the Liber Generationis, occurs the following :— 

Haec sunt diutissime per diversa quaesita ; sic dinumeratio tem- 

porum et annorum a generatione saeculi, ab Adam usque in con- 

sulatum Valentiniani et Valentis; anni sunt. V. DCCCC . XX. 

FII 

Tt is hard to reconcile the two parts of the date. "The first 

consulship of Valentinian and Valens is A. D. 365 — A.M. 5857/8 

according to the era of Alexandria (invented by Julius 

Africanus). But this does not at all resemble the reading of 

the MS. (vpecoLvu eompared with vpoocoxxvrr) The era 

of Constantinople (vpcccrxxir) would be nearer the mark”. 

But the era of Constantinople was not in use in the time of 

Valentinian ; so that if the calculations were made in accord- 

ance with that era it would not be contemporary, and no 

conclusion could be drawn from it. 

On the other hand, a.m. 5928 — A.D. 436 according to the era 

of Alexandria, or 420 according to that of Constantinople. 

The consuls for the first of these years were Fl. Anthemius 

Isidorus and Senator; Emperors Theodosius II and 

Valentinian III; the consuls for the year 420 were the 

Emperors Theodosius II and Constantius III. There is 

nothing in either year or in the near neighbourhood of 

either year to suggest any obvious emendation or explana- 

tion. 1 can only for the present leave the discrepancy as it 

stands. Clearly the consulship of Valentinian and Valens is 

the more fixed point of the two. Numbers are always liable 

to corruption. We may accept then provisionally the year 

365 as the date of the note, which will at least serve to 

verify the statement that the surrounding matter was col- 

lected from various sources. At the same time it will not 

escape us that the two dates 359 and 365 are near each other ; 

so that to a certain extent the one lends support to the other, 

and would make it appear that the compiler or compilers were 

! The punctuation is that of the MS., but the contractions are resolved. 

? [Mr. Turner suggests the era of Hippolytus (VDCCcOLxVIID) which would 
be nearer still and not open to objection.] 
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busy about that period. More than this we cannot say. The 

lists certainly cannot be labelled ‘359’ without further 

question; but they may be approached with a fair pre- 

sumption that they belong, if not to the year 359, yet toa 

date not far removed from that year !. 

We have now to put the reader in possession of the lists. 

These are reprinted from Mommsen's article, to which, as I 

have said, I have nothing to offer by way of correction. "The 

Latinity and clerical errors of the MS. are reproduced as they 

are. 

Incipit. indiculum veteris. testamenti qui sunt libri cannonici 

sic 

Genesis ver ἢ 

Exodus ver à 

Numeri ver ἢ 

Leviticum ver à 

Deuteronomium ver à 

Thi Nave ver ἢ 

Iudicum ver à 

fiunt libri VII ver ἢ XVIIIC 

Rut ver CCI 

Regnorum liber I ver 11CCC 

Regnorum. liber II ver 11CC 

Regnorum liber III ver ILD 

Regnorum liber ITIL ver I1CCL 

fiunt versus VIIID 

Paralipomen lib. I I1XL 
lib. 11 ver LIC 

! Tt was customary to insert dates in compilations of this kind. "That which 
goes by the name of Fredegarius bears a double date: the first 613, the second 

marking a further revision in 642 (or 641 ?); see Duchesne, Lib. Pontif., p.18 

etc. The Harley MS. 5251 (eighth or ninth century) appears to contain the 

latter date: Fuit ab adam usque ad eracleum imperatorem regnante annorum 

XXXI. Omnes anni v milia CXLVI. (Zangemeister, Durchforschung, etc. p. 26). 

A very slight correction (VI for v) brings this right: A.M. 6146 — A.D. 641, 

which is the thirty-first year of Heraclius. 
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Machabeorum lib, I ver IICCC 

lib, Il ver oo DCCC 

Job ver oo. DCCC 

Tobias ver DCCCC 

Hester 

ludit ver oc C 

Psalmi David CLI ver V 

Salomonis uer VD 

profetas maiores ver XV ICCCLXX numero IIII 

Y 

*saias uer 1IDLXXX 

Ieremias uer 111IICCOC L 

Daniel ver ooCCCL 

Ezechiel ver ILLDCCC 
profetas XII I11DCCC 

erunt omnes ver % LXVIIIID 

Sed ut im apocalypsis lohannis dictum est; ‘vidi XXIIII 

seniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum, maiores nostri pro- 

bant hos libros esse canonicos et hoc divisse sensores. 

Item indiculum novi testamenti, 

euangelia III Matheum vr ITDCC 

Marcus ver oo.DCC 

Johannem vr oo.DCCC 

Luca vr 11ICCC 

fiunt omnes versus X 

eplae Pauli à XIII 

actus aplorum ver 111 DC 

apocalipsis ver oo DCCC 

eplae Iohannis III ur CCCCL 

una sola 

eplae Petri II ver CCC 
una sola 

Quoniam indiculum versuum in urbe Roma non ad liquidum, sed 

* So Mommsen corrects : aliqui dum Cod. 
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et alibi avariciae causa non habent-integrum, per singulos. libros 

computatis syllabis posui numero XVI versum Virgilianum 

omnibus libris numerum adscribsi !. 

Indiculum Cecili Cipriani. 

I. 

WO O90 «T Cy Cr τὸ O5 I 

M HH - 0 

1 There is 

ad Donatum CCCCX 

. ad virgines 1) 

. de lapsis DCCCCLXXX 

. de opere et elemosyna DCLXX 

. ad Demetrianum DXXXV 

. de aeclesiae unitate DCCL 

. de zelo et liuore CCCCXX 

. de mortalitate DL 

. de patientia DCCCLX 

. ad Fortunatum DCCXL 

.. de domini oratione 

12. ad Quirinum libri III: I DL. 

II DCCCL 

III DCCLXX 

. ad Antonianum DCL 

. de calice dominico CCCC L. 

. de laude martyrii DCCCXXX 

. ad confessores martyrum CXL 

. Moysi et Maximo LXX 

. ad eosdem alia CXX 

. de precando deum CXC 

. ad clerum LIIII 

. Aurelio lectori pro ordinato CXL 

. Celerino C 

. ad Iobianum DL 

. ad. Quintum C 

. Ade prb XIII à . XXX 

evidently some corruption here; see p. 263 below, where it is 
proposed to omit posui (with Mommsen) and to take versum Virgilianum as 

standing for gen. plur.—partly by the use of a vernacular form (versum Ξε 

versuum), partly by corruption. 
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26. Ade prb à . CXX 

27. sententzae episcoporum DXX 

28. ad Pompeium CCXC 

29. ad Stephanum C 

30. ad Fidum CVI 

31. ad Magnum CCLXXXIIII 

32. ad Martialem CCCL 

33. Luci ad Eucratium XL 

34. Felici et ceteris XX 

35. de Numidia conf. XXX 

36. ad Florentium CCV II 

37. ad presb LXXII 

38. ad eosdem et diac XXV 

39. ad clerum urb LXX 

40. Romani resc (so) CCXV 

41. adversus Iud CCXC 

42-50. ad Cornelium VIIII oo CF III 

51. vita Cypriani DC 

fiunt omnes versus y XVIIID 

It wil have been observed that the lists are themselves 

broken by interpolations. Both of these are suggestive, and 

throw light on the character and motive of the lists. The 

first is a comment on the number of Books in the Old Testa- 

ment; the second explains the purpose of the stichometry by 

which the lists are accompanied. The subjects which we shall 

have to discuss are: (1) the Canon and Order of the Books of 

the Old Testament; (2) the Canon and Order of the Books 

of the New Testament; (3) the Note on the Stichometries and 

the Biblical Stichometries ; (4) the list of the writings of 

Cyprian. - 

VOL. III. Q 
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I. Ture CaNoN AND ORDER OF THE BOOKS OF THE 

Or» TESTAMENT}, 

The closer study of this part of the list I leave to those 

in whose department it falls more directly than it does in 

mine. It will be enough to indicate in broad outline the 

bearings of the Cheltenham list. This will perhaps be done 

best by placing it in comparison with other lists which mark 

the different stages and ramifications in the history of the 

Old Testament Canon. We must not assume that the order 

of development and the local order will necessarily correspond ; 

I have therefore placed together those lists which have any 

real affinity to each other apart from the geographical rela- 

tion of the Churches which they represent. As a simple 

basis for such an arrangement we may take the varying total 

assigned to the number of the Books. This however is only 

given where attention is expressly called to it by the list in 

question. The numbering also is that of the lists themselves. 

For the sake of further illustration the order of the Books in 

the Hebrew Canon is prefixed. In the case of the German 

and Spanish Rites the arrangement is typical: deviations 

from it will be found in individual MSS. Books which are 

not included in our present Canon are marked +. 

! The lists are drawn up mainly from the texts given by Westcott and 

Credner. Hody has been compared, but is not very trustworthy. The first of 

the Jewish lists is put together from First, Kanon d. A. T. (Leipzig, 1868), 

compared with Hamburger, Real-Enc. f. Bib. u. Talm., 8. v. Bibel (Strelitz, 

1883-1886); for the second and third see Riehm, Einleitung in d. A. T., p. 63 

(Halle, 1889). Riehm explains the titles * Earlier’ and ‘ Later’ Prophets as 

applying not to date but to position in the Canon. The reason assigned in the 

Talmud for the order of the Major Prophets turns upon their subject-matter : 

cum libri regum finiantur in desolatione, el Jeremias totus versetur in desola- 

tione, Ezechiel vero incipiat in desolatione et finiat in consolatione et Jesajas 

totus versetur in consolatione, copulaverunt desolationem cwm desolatione et 

consolationem cum consolatione. Examples of the variations in the MSS. may 

be seen in Dr. Neubauer's Catalogue of Heb. MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
Nos. 5, 7,17, 2322 
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The lists thus collected furnish much matter for reflection. 

But before we approach the consideration of them in detail it 

is necessary first to say a few words by way of introduction. 

The variations of order in the Books of the Old and New 

Testaments point back to a critical moment in the history of 

the Biblical texts—the moment when they were transferred 

from rolls written for the most part on papyrus to codices 

written for the most part on vellum. ‘The remains of ancient 

books which have been discovered among the ashes of Hercu- 

laneum and Pompeii and those which have been found in the 

Egyptian tombs are, if I mistake not, without exception in the 

form of the roll such as may be seen in the hands of the well- 

known Vatican Demosthenes. On the other hand, so far as 

I can remember, every single Biblical MS. now extant was 

originally whole or part, not of a roll but of a book which 

in outward shape and mechanical arrangement did not differ 

from our own. Even the fragments of the papyrus Psalter 

now in the British Museum, which Tischendorf thought to be 

as old as the oldest vellum MSS. (guo nullus codicum. sacrorum 

antiquior videtur!), but which the Palaeographieal Society's 

editors more probably assign to the sixth or seventh century ?, 

I imagine are not an instance to the contrary. Neither 

I gather are the still smaller fragments of the supposed 

Apoeryphal Gospel discovered among the Fayüm papyri?. 

Now the obvious difference between rolls and codices is that 

the latter might easily be made to hold much more written 

matter than the former. Hence while the roll, as a rule, only 

held a single book, and the length of books was adapted 

to the ordinary size of the rolls, a codex on the other hand 

would hold a number of books collected together in a single 

volume. ‘The only bond of union for a collection of rolls was 

the case in which they were contained. But under these con- 

ditions there would be no particular order: one volume might 

1 Proleg. in V. T. Grec. p. lx. 

? Pal. Soc. i. 38: see the Table of Contents for corrected date. 

* Bickell in Texte u. Untersuch., v. 4. p. 487. 
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be taken out first at one time, another at another: the volumes 

might be numbered or marked in some way, but that had 

nothing to do with the structure of the case in which they 

were preserved. When the sheets of skin came to be folded 

and sewn together within the same binding all this was 

changed. Then the book which was written first always 

retained its place, and the others followed in regular sequence. 

Of course there might be a theoretical order in which the 

rolls were to be taken out of their case ; and that order might, 

as we have said, be indicated upon the roll; but where there 

was no such theoretical order, which came first would be a 

matter of accident. The transference of a text from the roll 

to the codea was in that case the first step towards fixing the 

order of its different parts. 

It is an interesting question at what date this transference 

took place. It was clearly an event which affected the whole 

body of literature, and in a special sense the Books of the 

Bible, because their order and sequence were not in many cases 

determined for them by their subject-matter. Birt, to whom 

belongs the honour of first bringing out the significance of 

these facts, placed the time of transition about the middle of 

the fourth century!. Jerome, he said, was the first scholar to 

possess a whole library in codices. He also pointed out how 

Acacius and Euzoius in the middle of the century found it 

necessary to renew upon parchment the worn-out collection of 

Origen's books at Caesarea (corruptam jam bibliothecam Originis 

in membranis instaurare). These are no doubt two important 

landmarks. Yet in the case of the Bible at least we must go 

back beyond the middle of the fourth century. Bibles, which 

were in constant use, would need to be made of strong material ; 

and the form of the codex would be more compact and con- 

venient than that of the roll. Hence, as Birt remarks, the 

Sacred Books of the Christians (liturgieal books as well as 

! Das antike Buchwesen, p. 115. 
De Vir. Ill. exiii. A trace of Euzoius’ work still remains in a MS. of 

Philo (see Cohn. Philon, Alex. Libell. de Opif. Mundi, p. ii). 
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Bibles), and law-books would naturally be the first to be 

systematically written in bound volumes formed by the 

stitched sheets of vellum. There is abundant historical evidence 

that this was the case. The First persecuting Edict of Dio- 

cletian, issued in Feb. 303, was aimed specially against the 

Christian Books. But we have a number of documents—mainly 

Acts of Martyrs and documents relating to the beginnings of 

the Donatist controversy—which describe the course of the 

persecution which followed. These show at once what a number 

of codices the Christian Churches must have possessed. Take for 

instance the account of a police raid at Cirta (now Constantine) 

in Numidia, commonly known as the Gesta apud Zenophilum 3. 

A demand is made for books: the library of the Church is 

found empty, but the police go on to pay domiciliary visits to 

the houses of the Church officials. One Catulinus brings out 

a ‘ very large codex’ (codicem unum pernimium majorem : shall 

we say like the Codex Amiatinus?). Eugenius produces four 

codices; Felix, five; Victorinus, eight ; Projectus, five large 

and two small (all codices, be it remarked). Victor the school- 

master (grammaticus) brings out two codices and four * quinions' 

(i.e. apparently the loose sheets, or gatherings, not yet sewn 

together into a book). Coddeo is not at home, but his wife 

gives the constables six codices. All this is the product of 

a single round. And many other data of the same kind, though 

not perhaps quite so striking, may be adduced?. A few 

instances occur of rolls, but codices largely predominate. The 

change then, so far at least as Church books are concerned, 

was already accomplished at the beginning of the fourth 

century, and is thus thrown back some way into the third. 

Yet we cannot go beyond the beginning of that century; for 

1 Routh, Rell. Sacr. iv. 320 ff. 

? For further details I may perhaps be allowed to refer to an Introduction 

to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament which I have for some time 

been preparing. This part was written before the appearance of Zahn’s 

recent volume in which he has called attention to some of the same phenomena. 

But the real merit belongs to Birt : we have only applied his investigations to 

the New Testament. 
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it is clear from the language used by the Roman lawyers that 

at that date papyrus rolls were still the rule and anything 

else the exception. It has to be explained that in legacies 

under the term ‘ books’ are included not only rolls of papyrus 

but membranae et philyrae (i.e. parchment and tablets pre- 

pared from the bark of the linden-tree): codices also are to 

cgo with the bequest because under the name ‘books’ are to 

be reckoned not only volumina chartarum (the technical terms 

for papyrus rolls), but any written matter of a given length !. 

We gather from this that the vellum codex was coming in, 

but was not yet common. 

It has been said that the order of volumes in any particular 

case might be determined independently of their mechanical 

arrangement. Such would seem to have been the case with 

the Old Testament. There is said to have been a tradition 

on the subject which was already commented upon by the 

Talmudists of the third century*. The order of the Books 

would seem to have been to some extent fixed when Melito 

made his journey to Palestine with the express object of find- 

ing out ‘what was the number and what the order’ of the 

different parts of the Saered Volume. And Athanasius again 

implies that there was a more or less settled order when he 

begins his catalogue by saying that the Books are ‘in order 

and name’ as he enumerates them ?. Still our lists show that 

there was a good deal of variety. We see how different prin- 

ciples of arrangement were at work, and covered some a 

greater area and some a less. The Jews reckoned twenty-four - 

books to the Old Testament. According to Fürst * this reck- 

oning was derived from Babylonia. It is however already 

found in 4 Ezra xiv. 44 (in the Syriae and Arabie versions ?, 

1 Pauli Sentent. iii. 6. 87 (ed. Krüger). 
? Rab (c. 167-247 A.D.) and Johanan (c. 199-279 A.D.). See Fürst, Kan. d. 

A.D". p. 4. 

3 Ap. Westcott, Can. p. 554. 

* Loc. cit. 
5 [tis natural to ask what is the relation of the Arabic to the Syriac version ? 

Antecedently we might have expected that they would not be independent 
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not in the Latin, Armenian, or Aethiopic). How it came there 

must be left an open question. Among Christian writers we 

find it in Hilary of Poitiers, Jerome, and the Cheltenham 

Index; to which must be added Victorinus Petavionensis, 

whose commentary on the Apocalypse was written before the 

persecution of Diocletian, to which he fell a victim, and 

Pseudo-Tertullian. The number may have been originally 

suggested by the Jewish tradition, with which Jerome at 

least would be familiar. The Christian writers, however, 

do not associate it with the same allegories as the Jews !, 

but give explanations of their own. The coincidence here 

between Jerome and the Cheltenham Index is remark- 

able. The obvious conclusion would be that Jerome is the 

source from which the number in the Index is derived, 

together with the reference to the *twenty-four elders.' 

This conclusion however is by no means certain, or rather it 

is distinctly improbable. There are two broadly marked 

stages in the tradition as it appears in the Cheltenham MS. : 

the first is that of the majores or immediate predeces- 

sors of the writer himself; and then behind these there 

are the senzores*, who seem to be no other than ‘the elders’ 

authorities : the point does not seem to have been fully considered by the 
Editors. The reading in question is one which might throw light on the origin 

of these versions. 

* The Rabbis regarded the 24 books as symbolised in the 24 ‘ watches’ of 

the Temple (Neh. xii. 9, etc.), which were again connected with Eccl. xii. 11, 

or with the 24 ornaments of the * daughters of Zion’ (i.e. the Synagogue) in 

Isa. iii, 18 ff. (Fürst, p. 3). 
? There is at first sight a little difficulty in the change from majores 

to seniores. 'The author probably made deliberate use of different words in 

order to distinguish the different times of which he is speaking. It is however 

interesting to note that there is a like interchange in the African texts: majores 

natu occurring in Mark viii. 31 (k), Luke vii. 3 (6), xx. 1 (e), and seniores in 

Mark xi. 27 (5), xiv. 43, 53 (k), xv. I (1). Compare also the Latin version of 

Firmilian's letter to Cyprian, ed. Hartel, p. 812, l. 22 (seniores), p. 814, 1. 30 

(majores natu). rather doubt if majores natu would have occurred in any 

other than an African document. The second seniores must I think correspond 

to the seniores so often mentioned in the Latin Irenaeus, etc. I agree with 

Zahn, as against Weiss, that it is impossible to make it refer to the elders of 

the Apocalypse. [Zahn has since withdrawn his view and now takes seniores 

in both places of the elders of the Apocalypse (Gesch. d. Kan. ii. 148 n).] 
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of the generation succeeding the Apostles, of whom we hear 

so much in the literature of the second century. But if this 

is so, we are carried back some way beyond Jerome. That the 

numbering twenty-four Books was really current in Christian 

circles before Jerome is clear from the words of Victorinus : 

Alae senae sunt testimonia veteris testamenti librorum, ideoque 

viginti quatuor faciunt tot numeros, quot et seniores super tri- 

bunalia ... sunt autem libri veteris testamenti qui accipiuntur 

viginti quatuor, quos in epitomis Theodori invenies. Not only 

does Victorinus himself adopt the reckoning, but he refers back 

for it to an older work, the Epitomae of Theodorus. It appears 

natural and almost obvious to identify this with the Epitomae 

ex Theodoto which are printed with the works of Clement 

of Alexandria?, and whieh Zahn supposes to have originally 

belonged to Book VIII of the Stromateis ; nor is it quite de- 

cisive against this identification that the passage in question 

is not found in the Epitomae as they have come down to us. 

Whether or not they have this origin, the Hpitomae of Vie- 

torinus are an authority older than the year 300. The poem 

of Pseudo-Tertullian against Marcion (which is thought to 

have been written in the third quarter of the fourth century) 

has the same number and the same allegory ?. Hilary, it will 

be observed, gives a different interpretation of the number, 

bringing in the Greek alphabet instead of the Hebrew, but the 

number itself he probably got from the same ancient tradition 

as Victorinus, Pseudo-Tertullian, and the Cheltenham List. 

The dominant reckoning in the early Church was clearly 

twenty-two books, corresponding to the twenty-two letters of 

the Hebrew alphabet (not counting doubles). This reckoning 

appears in Melito, Origen, Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, 

Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, Leontius, Nicephorus, John 

of Damascus ; in other words, all over the East. When we 

1 Vict. Petav. ed. Migne Par. Lat. v. 325. I owe this important refer- 

ence and the next to Zahn. 

2 Suppl. Clement. p. 129. 

3. iv. 194-200; Comp. Oxé. Proleg. de Carm. adv. Marc. 1888, pp. 6, 33. 
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remember that it is also found in Josephus, that Origen was 

in communication with Jews, and that Epiphanius possessed 

some knowledge of Hebrew, we can have little doubt that it 

represents a tradition of the Palestinian (and probably also of 

the Alexandrian) Jews, and that it was ultimately derived 

from them. Hilary of Poitiers was in such intimate relations 

with Athanasius and the leaders of the Nicene party that we 

cannot wonder at his expressing the same idea, and the 

striking coincidence between Jerome and Epiphanius would 

naturally arise from the identity of the conditions by which 

they were surrounded—Epiphanius at Eleutheropolis and 

Jerome at Bethlehem, i.e. about twenty-five miles from 

each other, though they were not both in Palestine quite at 

the same time. Among the widespread consensus of the 

Eastern Church there is clearly marked off a group within the 

group of Palestinian writers, and consisting of Epiphanius, 

Jerome, and John of Damascus, who raise the twenty-two 

books to twenty-seven, but still keep up the parallelism to the 

Hebrew alphabet by adding on the one hand the double books 

and on the other hand the letters which might be regarded 

as doubles. There is a difference on one point as to the way 

in which the doubles are taken. The three writers are all 

agreed as to the double letters (Caph, Mem, Nun, Pe, Sade, 

Prol. Galeat.), but the pairs of books stand thus :— 

EPIPHANIUS AND JEROME. 

JOHN OF DAMASCUS. 

Judges I, 2 Sam. 

Ruth j 1, 2 Kings 

1, 2 Kings 1, 2 Chron. 

3, 4 Kings 1, 2 Esd. 

. 1, 2 Chron. Jer. 

I, 2 Esd. πῶς 

We seem to have here two slightly divergent forms, which 

might be called respectively Jewish and Hellenistic, of the 

same tradition. Jerome, as we should expect, draws from 

the first ; Epiphanius and John Damascene from the second. 
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The latter writers are clearly not independent of each other. 

Epiphanius, it is true, curiously puts Chronicles before Kings, 

and puts the poetical books before the Hagiographa, but the 

essential structure of the two lists is evidently the same; and 

in both cases Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus are placed outside the 

list and described in equivalent language. John of Damascus has 

in fact simply given a rather free paraphrase of his predecessor. 

The identity of structure in the lists of which we are 

speaking comes out on a point on which we have not as 

yet laid stress—the deliberate arrangement in Pentateuchs. 

This might be said to be characteristic not only of Palestine 

but specially of Jerusalem. It is found before Epiphanius 

in Cyril of Jerusalem, and before John of Damascus in an- 

other inmate of the same cloister, Leontius, whose common 

epithet ‘ Leontius of Byzantium’ disguises the fact that he 

spent most of his days in the monastery of St. Saba which 

overlooks the gorge of the Kedron. ‘Traces of this arrange- 

ment, however, less completely carried out, appear in Gregory 

Nazianzen and Amphilochius ; so that the germs of it would 

seem to have travelled into Asia Minor. Nothing corre- 

sponding to it is found in the West; and it does not seem to 

have exercised any influence on the Cheltenham List. 

Jerome cannot be classed with the writers of the West. 

The tradition which he represents is the Hebrew tradition. 

He has adhered to this closely, except that to keep the num- 

ber 22 he reduces the Hagiographa from 11 to 9 by uniting, 

according to Hellenistic usage, Ruth to Judges, and Lamen- 

tations to Jeremiah. At the same time he distinctly notes 

the fact that there were some who separated these books and 

placed them among the Hagiographa, so making the total 

number 24, with the Elders of the Apocalypse. This higher 

total, as we have seen, has passed into the Cheltenham List. 

The other reckonings need not detain us. Augustine makes 

a total of 44 books, counting each book in his Canon singly. 

This would agree with the result which Cassiodorius in 

rather obscure language ascribes to Hilary of Poitiers, 
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Rufinus, and Epiphanius, and Cod. Amiatinus to Hilary 

and Epiphanius, according to which the total of Old and 

New Testaments together was 70 books, corresponding to 

the 70 palm-trees of Elim’. There is no connexion be- 

tween this and the 60 books of Anastasius Sinaita or Cod. 

Baroe. 206. The classification of Junilius is based upon 

logical categories, and does not represent a tradition, The 

Roman lists which bear the names of Innocent and Gelasius, 

and the Spanish list of Isidore of Seville, do not give any 

numerical summary. We observe, however, that the massing 

together of ‘sixteen Prophets’ is common to all three; and 

in other respects they resemble each other. The Canon of 

Isidore probably had its origin in Rome. 

There are several remarkable phenomena in the details of 

the Cheltenham List. Foremost among them is the peculiar 

order of the books, Numbers and Leviticus. Strange to say 

this has a parallel so far away as Melito and Leontius. 

The occurrence of these parallels shows that the phenomenon 

is not purely accidental. Most of the more fundamental 

peculiarities of the Latin Bible can be traced back to Syria. 

Here is one which must have been always confined to a few 

copies, but which was perpetuated through them in regions 

as far apart as Syria and Africa. 

It is characteristic of the Cheltenham List to group toge- 

gether the several books of the Heptateuch?. That this 

grouping is intentional is clearly seen from the sticho- 

metry. 

Another characteristic point is the combining of Ruth 

with Kings rather than with Judges. For proof that this 

was done we turn again to the stichometry. Mommsen 

! See the Essay on Cod. Amiatinus, Stud. Bibl. ii. 294. There is some 

confusion between the Hilarys: Cassiodorius speaks of the bishop of Poitiers, 

Cod. Amiat. of the bishop of Rome: the first is probably meant, though the 

Canon given is not his (Corssen in Jahrb. f. prot. Theol. 1883, p. 626). 

? For references as to the use of the word heptateuchus (or heptaticus, as 
it often appears) see Mayor, Latin Heptateuch, p. xxxvi (1889). It seems to 

have been widely diffused. 

VOL. III. R 
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remarked upon the apparent discrepancy between the single 

items for the Books of Kings and the total. This discrepancy 

is removed when we take in the (corrected) stichometry for 

Ruth. We thus obtain a further coincidence with St. Au- 

gustine, who speaks of the Zbellus Ruth, qui magis ad Regnorum 

principium videtur pertinere. 

The recognition of two Books of Maccabees is not very 

distinctive except so far as it marks off the Cheltenham List 

from the list in Cod. Claromontanus. We cannot be quite sure 

that the omission of /id, tertius in this may not be accidental. 

The author of the list was evidently acquainted with four 

Books, as he speaks of Ziber quartus. If his omission of Lib. 

III was deliberate we should then have a parallel in the 

Apostolic Canons and in Nicephorus—another instance of the 

meeting of geographical extremes. 

The order Tobit, Esther, Judith is again common in 

the Cheltenham List and St. Augustine, but is also shared by 

the Roman lists and Isidore of Seville. 

The express mention of 151 Psalms stands over against an 

equally express mention of 150 Psalms in the Greek list 

added to the Canons of Laodicea and in that of the Apo- 

stolic Canons, with the Gelasian Decretal. It has a parallel 

in the MSS. N AB. The mention of five Books of Psalms 

is pecular to Cod. Amiatinus. It is rejected by Hilary, 

and though known to was not adopted by Jerome. Krüger 

has noticed! the curious fact that in Lucifer’s Codex the 

Books of Psalms seem to have been broken up, Pss. ix-lxi 

coming between Chronicles and Proverbs, Pss. Ixxvii-exviii 

between Proverbs and Wisdom, and Pss. exxx-exlv between 

Wisdom and LEcclesiastes—a sort of rough chronological 

arrangement according to the traditions of authorship. As 

however these divisions do not correspond to the actual 

arrangement in Books (the true breaks are at Pss. xli, Ixxii, 

Ixxxix, evi), some doubt is thrown upon the whole theory. 

The question as to the Books of Solomon must be allowed 

! Lucifer.von Calaris, p. 111 f. (Leipzig, 1886). 
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to stand over until we come to deal with the stichometry. 

If it was really intended to include five Books, the Chelten- 

ham List would agree with nearly all the other Latin lists 
except Hilary and Jerome, 

The last point we need notice is another link of connexion 

with St. Augustine—the placing of Daniel before Ezekiel. 

This is found also in Hilary of Poitiers. 

Speaking summarily, we may say that the conspicuous 

features in the Cheltenham List are its points of contact 

with St. Augustine and its marked coincidence with St. 

Jerome as to the number of the Books, which may however 

have had an earlier origin, 

II. Tur Canon AND ORDER or THE BOOKS OF 

THE NEW TESTAMENT. 

The first question that meets us in passing to the New 

Testament is, what exactly we are to understand by the 

peculiar treatment of the Catholic Epistles? Two alterna- 

tive views have been put forward. Zahn was of opinion 

that the author of the list had before him a catalogue con- 

taining the full number of three Epistles of St. John and 

two of St. Peter, but while himself transeribing this he at 

the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 

Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit 

of recognising’,  Harnack speaks rather doubtfully, but ap- 

pears to think it possible that in waa sola (repeated) reference 

was originally intended to the two Epistles of St. James and 

St. Jude?. Of these views I should have little hesitation 

in ehoosing the first. On the other hypothesis there is no 

sufficient reason for the epithet so/a: single books in juxta- 

position with double or multiple books are common enough 

throughout the lists and nowhere else have attention specially 

1 Cp. Mommsen, p. 148; Z. f. kirchl. Wiss., p. x17. 

? Theol. Literaturzeitung, 1886, col. 173. 

R 2 
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called to them in this way. But we shall see before 

we have done that the list in its present form includes more 

than one stage in the history of the Canon: it contains 

both early elements and late elements: and here they meet 

side by side. That this is so is confirmed by the peculiar 

order, 1 St. John following directly upon Apocalypse, which 

we shall see to be an early order. 

It would hardly repay us to draw out in full a table of 

parallel lists as we have done for the Old Testament. The 

Muratorian Fragment is the only New Testament list which 

is older than the fourth century, and by that time the lists did 

not differ very much in their contents. We need to go behind 

them if we are to come upon anything really significant. 

In seeking for this we shall probably do well to concentrate 

our attention upon each in turn of the salient points pre- 

sented by the Cheltenham Index. These will be, (i) the 

omission of Hebrews, (11) the inclusion of the Apocalypse, 

(ii) the abridged list of Catholic Epistles, (iv) the order of 

these Epistles, (v) the order of the Gospels, (vi) the order 

of the different parts of the collection. 

The omission of Hebrews and inclusion of the Apocalypse 

at once mark the list as Western. At the same time both 

are consistent with any part of the West. So far as they 

are concerned, the list might have been made either in 

Gaul, Rome, or Africa. It seems however to be a fair in- 

ference that, if made in Africa, it was probably earlier than 

the Council of Carthage in 397, which expressly admits it 

as (in some sense) St. Paul's, though it is separated from 

the other Epistles. The influence of St. Augustine appears 

finally to have decided its place in the African Canon. 

By this time, too, it was pretty generally accepted. The 

high authority of Jerome was thrown into the scale in its 

favour. Without categorically asserting it to be St. Paul’s, he 

contended strongly for its canonicity. It had been acknow- 

ledged before Jerome by Lucifer and Rufinus; it has the 

sanction of Pope Innocent, and appears in the Gelasian List. 
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There is therefore a clear presumption that a list which 

omits Hebrews is not later than the end of the fourth 

century. 

A more special interest attaches to the treatment of the 

Catholic Epistles. Before going into further details, let us 

first take a survey of the position of these Epistles in the 

early Church. There was one quarter of the Christian 

world in which for a time at least no Epistles at all were 

admitted, except the collection which bore the name of St. 

Paul. The Doctrine of Addai, a work of the fourth or fifth 

century ?, which however clearly embodies a very ancient 

tradition, describes the primitive usage of the Church of 

Edessa: ‘The Law and the Prophets and the Gospel in which 

ye read every day before the people, and the Epistles of Paul 

which Simon Cephas sent us from the city of Rome, and the 

Acts of the Twelve Apostles which John the son of Zebedee 

sent from Ephesus; in these writings shall ye read in the 

Churches of Christ, and along with them shall ye read 

nothing besides, because there is nothing else in which is 

written the truth which ye possess, besides these writings 

which ye hold fast in the faith to which ye are called ?.' 

We cannot be surprised that of the scattered writings which 

by degrees united to form the Greek Testament the out- 

lying members should have been slow to reach the Syriac- 

speaking Church. Conservative feeling would gather round 

the oldest form in which the Scriptures had been introduced. 

And there would at the same time be a natural tendency 

to guard against the apocryphal Gospels and other books 

which were especially rife in Syria and Palestine. There 

are three stages in the history of the Syrian Canon. The 

first ignored the Catholic Epistles (and the Apocalypse) 

altogether. This is represented by the Doctrine of Addai 

1 It appears to be best assigned to the space between the years 390-430: 

see Tixeront, Les Origines de U Église d' Edesse, p. 120 ff. (Paris, 1888). I 

am glad to have the opportunity of calling attention to this excellent piece of 

criticism from the school of the Abbé Duchesne. 

? Doct. Add., p. 46 (ap. Zahn, Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons, i. 373). 
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and by the Homilies of Aphraates, which are definitely dated 

between the years 336—345. The second stage is marked by 

the Peshitto Version, which has been called the Syriac 

Vulgate. As far back as this version can be traced it 

included three of the Catholic Epistles, St. James, St. Peter, 

1 St. John. How far this stage overlapped the first it will 

need closer investigations than have yet been made to deter- 

mine. The great body of the Syrian Church accepted the 

three Epistles which are found in the Bibles alike of the 

Nestorians and of the Jacobites who broke away from orthodox 

standards in the fifth and sixth centuries. The Alexandrian 

merchant Cosmas Indicopleustes after he had become a 

monk (535-547 A.D.) defended himself from the charge of 

not making use of the Catholie Epistles by appealing ex- 

pressly to the practice of the Syrian Church, which accepted 

only the three Epistles’. It has recently been proved, or 

at least made exceedingly probable, that the four disputed 

Epistles were first translated into Syriac as part of the 

Philoxenian Version, which took its name from the bishop 

of Hierapolis (Mabug), for whom it was made in the year 508. 

The Apocalypse seems to have been added in the revision of 

the Philoxenian by Thomas of Harkhel in 616%. These were 

both Monophysite productions, and as late as the fourteenth 

century the Nestorian writer Ebed Jesu still preserves the 

old tradition which recognised no more than three Epistles. 

This is the third and last stage of the Syrian Canon. 

Ephrem in the fourth century stands (t c. 373) rather outside 

it; he appears to have used the fuller Canon of the Greeks ὃ, 

Yet later in the century even the Greek Church at Antioch 

clung to its narrower practice. Chrysostom used only the 

three Epistles; and Junilius reduces the three to two (1 St. 

Peter and 1 St. John) In this he appears to represent 

faithfully the master from whom his teaching was ultimately 

1 See the quotation in Credner, Kan., p. 191. 

2 See Gwynn, On a Syriac MS., in Trans. of Irish Academy, Dublin, 1886. 

? Westcott, Can., p. 244, n. 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 247 

derived, Theodore of Mopsuestia!, Strictly speaking, there- 

fore, we should have to subdivide the opinions current in the 

Syrian Church both during the second and third of our periods. 

In the second we should have to note the difference between 

Chrysostom, Theodoret, and the main body of the Church 

who accepted three Catholic Epistles, and Theodore with his 

follower Paul of Nisibis, and doubtless others who under the 

attraction of so great a name would accept only two. 

In Palestine, Eusebius draws a distinetion similar to that of 

Junilius (or Theodore). Junilius admits that ‘very many 

(quamplurimi) add’ the five Epistles. Eusebius, while 

classing 1 St. Peter, 1 St. John as alone among the * acknow- 

ledged' books, places the five Epistles in the next grade to 

them as γνώριμοι rots πολλοῖς ὁ. For the Churches of Asia 

Minor we have hardly any evidence between the second 

century and the latter part of the fourth. The evidence for 

I St. Peter and 1 St. John goes back to Papias and Poly- 

carp and sub-apostolie times. Irenaeus too may be taken as 

embodying the witness of these Churches, and he dis- 

tinetly recognises both Epistles. But for the rest a slight 

or doubtful allusion to 2 St. Peter by Firmilian, bishop of 

Caesarea in Cappadocia, is about all that meets us until we 

come to the writers of the later period of the Arian contro- 

versy. Gregory Nazianzen (T 391) recognises seven Epistles ; 

Amphilochius of Iconium (e. 380 A.D.) recognises seven, 

though he also notices the other opinion which limited them 

to three. Asia Minor thus reflects the state of things which 

was becoming’ more and more general throughout the East. 

The smaller collection of three Epistles is not yet suppressed ; 

it survives with the greatest tenacity in the district of which 

Antioch was the centre: but the longer list is in the ascendant. 

On this side is thrown the weighty influence of Athanasius. 

On it are found ecclesiastical documents like the Apostolic 

1 Tbid., p. 443; comp. Kihn, Theodor von Mopsuestia, p. 333 ff. (Freiburg 

i. B., 1880). 

Pie a. 325. 3. 
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Canons and the list which came to be appended to the Canons 

of Laodicea. In Palestine a strong phalanx rallies round the 

longer list. It is adopted by Cyril of Jerusalem (1 386), and 

after him by Epiphanius (f 403). Leontius, who wrote from 

the famous monastery of St. Saba in the sixth century, adopts 

it. Itis taken up by John of Damascus in the eighth, and 

endorsed by Nicephorus patriarch of Constantinople at the 

beginning of the ninth. 

What was the ultimate centre in which this consensus 

originated? Was it in the home of Athanasius, or was it 

further north? It is quite possible that it began to strike 

root in several centres at once. But in any case Alexandria 

must have had a large share in it. It is there that we find 

the earliest traces of the minor Epistles. I rather hesitate to 

assume with Zahn that Clement in his Hypotyposes commented 

strictly upon all our present Catholic Epistles’. True, 

Eusebius says that he ‘commented on nearly the whole of 

the Canonical (ἐνδιαθήκου) Scripture, not omitting the disputed 

portions, viz. the Epistle of Jude and the rest of the Catholic 

Epistles? ;’ and Photius also states that the work consisted 

of interpretations of Genesis, Exodus, the Psalms, the Epistles 

of St. Paul, the Catholic Epistles (τῶν καθολικῶν), and Eecle- 

siastes?. But are we to take these expressions quite literally ? 

Clearly if the description of Photius is correct we must dis- 

count very largely Eusebius ‘nearly the whole of the 

Canonical Seripture*. Now a Latin version of notes on 

1 Peter, Jude, 1, 2 John has come down to us, professedly 

from the Z/ypotyposes?. It appears probable that this version 

1 Forschungen, iii. 153; Gesch. d. Kan., i. 310 f. 

? AL UE. Vas ΔῊ, ἃ, 5. Bibl. Cod. 109. 

* A similar exaggeration is found in Cassiodorius: Ferunt itaque scripturas 

divinas V. et N. T. ab ipso principio usque ad finem Graeco sermone de- 

clarasse Clementem Alexandrinum nomine Stromatewn, etc. Cassiodorius had 

only seen a small part of this work: he spoke from hearsay, and was probably 

misled by the fact that it began with Genesis, and included the Catholie Epistles 

and the Epistles of St, Paul, which were all but the end of his own Bible. 

5 Cassiodorius is made to say (Inst. 8) that he had Clement’s notes trans- 

lated on 1 Peter, 1 and 2 John, and James instead of J ude, but it seems simplest 

to suppose either that he made a slip of memory or that his text is corrupt. 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 249 

was that of the genuine Clement made for Cassiodorius from 

the occurrence of one passage under Clement’s name in the 

so-called Para//e/a Sacra of John of Damascus. The work 

in question may be an abridgement, but if it ever con- 

tained more Epistles than those named, Cassiodorius at 

least knew nothing of them. There is also the further coinci- 

dence that the Epistles omitted are just those of which no 

trace occurs in the rest of Clement’s writings. All this raises 

a presumption against the strict accuracy of Eusebius; and 

when we remember that ‘the Catholic Epistles’ were not to 

him a fixed collection in the sense in which they are to us, 

and that he himself regarded both St. Jude and 2 St. John as 

disputed, his language seems to be sufficiently satisfied by 

the presence of comments on these Epistles. And if the 

description in Eusebius is satisfied, still more the less definite 

language of Photius. At any rate it does not seem to me 

safe to go beyond the warrant of our actually existing text. 

Zahn himself has surely supplied a warning against his own 

reconstruction when it leads him to interpose the treatment of 

several other Epistles between that of 1 and 2 St. Peter’. I 

incline to think that Clement did not comment on more of 

the Catholic Epistles than are contained in the Latin 

Version, and that he dealt with them in the order in which 

they have come down to us, viz. 1 St. Peter, St. Jude, 1, 2 

(not 3) St. John. I believe that Origen was acquainted with 

all the Catholic Epistles, but was aware of the existence of 

doubts about some of them, and did not eare to commit himself 

to a direct affirmation about them. The clearest passage for 

2 St. Peter, 2, 3 St. John is no doubt open to suspicion as 

having passed through the hands of Rufinus. Still in this 

partieular portion Rufinus claims to have simply reproduced 

his original, and the passage has every appearance of being 

! Forsch. ii. 156. In this section I have freely used Zahn’s data, though 
I differ from his conclusions. At the same time I admit that he has a case, 

and may possibly be right in his main position. 
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rendered literally’. The trumpet-blasts which brought down 

the walls of Jericho are compared to those which are blown 

by Evangelists and Apostles in the books of the New Testa- 

ment : ‘ Peter also rings loud with the two-fold trumpet of his 

Epistles, and with him James and Jude. Nor is this all, but 

in addition John too sounds the trumpet with his Epistles 

and Apocalypse, and Luke setting down in writing the Acts 

of the Apostles?' The text of these Homilies rests on good 

authority, so that I do not think we need pay much attention 

to a singular reading in the Jumiéges MS. ex tribus tubis for 

duabus applied to St. Peter’s Epistles: it would not be 

difficult to account for as a corruption. St. James Origen 

quotes in other places as a ‘current’ Epistle; St. Jude he 

quotes with a more decided ascription of authority ; 2 St. Peter 

and 2, 3 St. John he does not quote and describes as doubtful 3. 

We have just seen that the Latin translation of the 

Hypotyposes contains comments on two Epistles only of 

St. John, and we declined to go behind this and to assume 

that Clement originally had before him three Epistles. It is 

quite true that the author of the Second Epistle must also 

have been the author of the Third, and that evidence for the 

one is practically evidence also for the other; but it is best 

to treat indirect evidence as really indirect and not to make it 

appear more than it is. We should naturally have expected 

that the two Epistles would circulate together. But it does 

not seem to have been so. The state of things in the West 

presents a remarkable parallel to what we find in the second 

century at Alexandria. The Muratorian Fragment expressly 

acknowledges ‘a par of Epistles with “John” for their title’ 

(superscript: Johannis duas)*, Irenaeus quotes the First and 

Second Epistle, not the Third. In Africa too, though there 

are abundant traces of the First Epistle both in Tertullian and 

1 Cf. Peror. Ep. ad Rom.: quae in Jesu Nave scripsimus simpliciter ex- 

pressimus ut invenimus. 

? Hom. in lib. Jesu Nave, vii. 2. 5 Rus., H. E, vi. 25. 

* The MS. is corrupt here, and I should certainly myself prefer swper- 

seriptae Johannis duae as more simple and natural. 
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Cyprian, and though there is a clear quotation from the 

Second Epistle at the Council of Carthage (256 A4.Dn.)!, 

there is no trace whatever of the Third Epistle. Even as 

late as the fourth century Lucifer Calaritanus quotes 

several consecutive verses of the Second Epistle, but shows 

no sign of its companion. Priscillian also, though he quotes 

six out of the seven Epistles, does not quote 3 St. John. All 

this might be accident so far as the quotations are concerned, 

but it is not an accident in the Muratorian Fragment ; 

and the phenomena seem to hang together. The so-called 

Damasus-recension of the Gelasian Decretal, the oldest MS. 

of which is of the eighth or ninth century, ascribes 2, 3 St. 

John to the Presbyter and not to the Apostle ?. 

For 2 St. Peter there is no clear Ante-Nicene evidence in 

the West. It appears to have come in with the great col- 

lections in the next century. It is found in the lists of 

Philastrius of Brescia (7 c. 387) and of Rufinus (T 410); it was 

included in the Canon of St. Augustine and St. Jerome; it 

appears in the Roman lists of Innocent and Gelasius, and it 

is found also in that of Isidore of Seville. Cassiodorius does 

not seem to have been acquainted with it except through the 

commentary of Didymus. 

More remarkable than the protest of the Cheltenham List 

against 2 St. Peter is its complete silence about the Epistles 

of St. James and St. Jude. The reluctance of the author 

to follow the copy which he has before him seems to increase 

as he goes on. In the case of 2, 3 St. John and 2 St. Peter 

he contents himself with adding his own wna sola, but when 

he comes to the two remaining Epistles he refuses to set 

them down at all. The two Epistles do not stand upon the 

same footing in regard to their history in the West. The 

Epistle of St. Jude is well attested both at Rome and Car- 

thage. It is expressly recognised in the Muratorian Frag- 

1 Cypriani Opp., p. 459 (ed. Hartel). 

? Hefele, ii. 619; Westcott, p. 573. So also a tradition known to St. 

Jerome (Vir. Ill. 18). 
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ment; Tertullian appeals to it by name; and it is clearly 

quoted by the anonymous writer against Novatian. These 

facts show that though it may not have been very widely 

known (there are no traces of it in Irenaeus, Cyprian, or Hip- 

polytus, so far as extant writings go), it yet had a firm lodg- 

ment in certain quarters. The Epistle of St. James, on the 

other hand, though there are a good many coincidences with 

it which do not certainly prove use in the earliest Western 

literature—Clement of Rome and Hermas, from that point 

passes out of sight in the West until it reappears in the. 

complete lists of the fourth and fifth centuries. In spite of 

this, however, I believe that 16 must have been known in the 

West for some time before this reappearance. I ground this 

belief on the diversity of the Latin texts in which it is found 

towards the end of the fourth century. Some of the materials 

bearing upon this point were collected in the first volume of 

Studia Biblica! ; but I should not like to pronounce definitely 

upon them until they can be taken along with a more com- 

prehensive view of the Old-Latin Version as a whole, and 

especlally of the place in it of the Catholie Epistles. In any 

ease the absence of these two Epistles from the Cheltenham 

List must increase the probability that the compiler did his 

work before the year 400. 

Having arrived at this point, and sufficiently explained 

the qualifications to which the evidence is subject, we may 

perhaps for the sake of clearness give a tabular view of the 

history of the disputed books. It must be understood that 

inferential evidence is not admitted: it therefore must not be 

assumed that silence necessarily means rejection. Express testi- 

mony is indicated by larger type; the fact of quotation only by 

smaller type. Doubtful recognition or recognition on a con- 

fessedly lower level is denoted by placing the book in question 

below a single line; express or clear exclusion is denoted by 

placing it below double lines. Where the order of the books 

is not clearly indicated that of our own Bibles is followed. 

! See the two Essays on the Corbey St. James, pp. 113 ff., 233 ff. 
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[Advantage may be taken of a blank page to point out the 

interesting coincidences which would result if it were true, as 

suggested on p. 259, that the final digesting of the Canon of 

the Disputed Books, and especially of the Catholic Epistles, 

proceeded from Jerusalem. The data seem to tend in this 

direction. It will be seen that there 1s a striking resemblance 

between the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem and the supposititious 

Canon of Laodicea—a resemblance which really runs through 

the Old Testament as well as the New. This resemblance 

extends to the omission of Apoc. which is supplied by 

Epiphanius. Nor can we help being struck by the few 

points whieh separate the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem, both 

as to order and contents, from that of our own Bibles. Now 

Dr. Hort has shown how much the Church of Jerusalem 

contributed towards the composition of the Creed which 

wrongly bears the name of Nicaea. And we are reminded 

further of the important place which was held among the 

usages. of the East by the Liturgy of St. James. This 

liturgy supplied the base of that whieh is still in use among 

the Syrian Jacobites, and the traces of it go back to St. 

Jerome’. The difference in ultimate acceptance between it 

and the Nicene Creed would seem to be due to the fact 

that one did, and the other did not, make a conquest of 

Antioch and through Antioch of Constantinople. When the 

history of the Canon is thus viewed in connexion with the 

history of the Creeds and the history of liturgical usage, an 

interesting group of questions is raised, which will however 

need closer investigation. ] 

(^ Duchesne, Origines du Culte Chrétien, p. 66 (Paris, 1889). ] 
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The order of the Books of the New Testament has been 

exhibited so fully and carefully by Dr. C. R. Gregory (after 

Credner and Westeott) that we need do little more than refer 

to his collections’. He does not however bring out the point 

which is of most importance for our present enquiry. It is 

specially characteristic of the Cheltenham List that it places 

the Epistles (or Epistle) of St. John at the head of the 

Catholic Epistles and immediately after the Apocalypse. 

This is no doubt a survival from one of the very earliest 

stages in the history of the Western Canon, the attempt to 

form an Jnstrumentum Joannis corresponding to the collected 

body of St. Paul's Epistles. The phrase itself Jmstrumentum 

Joannis occurs in Tertullian, De Resurrect. 38: Male Deum 

norunt qui non putant illum posse quod non putant, et tamen 

sciunt potuisse, δὲ instrumentum Joannis xorunt. And it has 

been clearly proved, first by Credner, then by Volkmar in his 

additions to Credner, and lastly by Rénsch, that Tertullian 

had this arrangement ?. There is also some probability that 

it was adopted by Irenaeus?. The author of the Muratorian 

Fragment however does not appear conscious of this attempt 

to combine the Johannean writings. And if in the East 

Clement of Alexandria may have done so, it can only have 

been in a different manner by placing St. John’s last among 

the Catholic Epistles, and then letting it be followed by the 

Apocalypse. We have some reason to believe that he took 

the first step, but I do not know of any proof that he took 

the second. I doubt if any safe inference can be drawn as to 

the order of the books in Cyprian. There is just this further 

trace of the old arrangement, that Innocent I. in his letter to 

Exsuperius* puts the three Epistles of St. John at the head 

1 Proleg. to Tischendorf’s N. T., ed. viii. p. 131 ff. 

? Cp. Credner, Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons, pp. 82, 364-370, 402; Ronsch, N. T. 

Tertullian’s, p. 528 ff. The arrangement is theoretical, and does not neces- 

sarily imply that Tertullian used a codex and not the rolls which predomi- 

nated in his day (see above, p. 234). 

* Volkmar ap. Credner, p. 377 ff. 

* Ap. Westcott, p. 571. 
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of the Catholic Epistles; but all sense of the meaning of it 

has evidently been lost, because the Apocalypse comes after 

the Catholic Epistles and is separated from them by the 

Acts. It is rather surprising that Innocent should adopt the 

order he does, because the general tendency in the later 

Western lists, and the natural tendency especially at Rome, 

was to give the place of honour to St. Peter. How St. James 

came to take the lead in the East it is not quite easy to say. 

From the first appearance of the complete collection of seven 

Epistles it is the greatly predominant order. Nor is this merely 

the extension of an Antiochene order to Asia Minor and Con- 

stantinople. It is more firmly rooted at Jerusalem and in 

Palestine than at Antioch ; and it has also the authority of 

Athanasius at Alexandria. Jerusalem is the Church in which 

it is most probable that precedence would be given to St. 

James; and it is possible that the collection of seven Epistles 

may have originated there: or if brought in the first in- 

stance from Egypt, it would seem to have been at Jerusalem 

that it first became established. I cannot however get beyond 

the region of speculation about this. 

The order of the Gospels in the Cheltenham List is very 

peculiar. To the best of my belief the only parallels to it 

are the Curetonian Syriae and the so-called Commentary of 

Theophilus of Antioch, in the preface to which the Evangelical 

symbols are described in this order!, Itis possible that these 

coincidences may be accidental. When the Gospels first 

began to be written in codices, the order in which they came, 

unless it were determined by theoretical considerations, would 

be matter of accident. And the possible variations of four 

books are not so numerous that there would be any improb- 

ability in the independent occurrence of the same order in 

widely separated regions, It is however important to note, 

in the first place, that the order is such as would be produced 

by accident rather than by theory or reflection. The charac- 

teristically Western order—Matt., Joan., Luc., Mare.— which 

1 Zahn, Forschungen, ii. 31, 

S2 
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is found in the majority of Latin and Graeco-Latin MSS, 

(D, a bef ff, 7), also in the Gothic Version and Apostolic 

Constitutions, and so far at least as the first two places are 

concerned in other authorities (D Paul. and Hilary of Poitiers), 

clearly rests upon the deliberate principle of placing the two 

Apostles first. The wide diffusion of this order in Western 

circles would tend to show that from the time when it was 

first fixed it was transmitted through copies made in codices: 

otherwise it would not have been preserved so free from 

variation. The sketch we have given of the incidents of 

Diocletian’s persecution will show to what an extent the 

codex-form preponderated in the West. But if so, then it is 

very probable that an irregular order such as that of the 

Cheltenham List originated before the fixing of the order in 

codices, and apart from the main stream of Western trans- 

mission. The same would be true of the Curetonian Syriac. 

Are these two sets of phenomena—those of the fourth-century 

list and of the fifth-century MS.—connected ? We cannot 

be sure that they are; but I am at the same time by no 

means sure that they are not. The points of contact between 

the Old-Latin Version and the older forms of the Syriac text 

are so many and so striking that they must have had a de- 

finite cause. Among the working hypotheses which well 

deserve to be kept in mind is the possibility that the first 

Latin Version of the New Testament may have been made, 

not on Latin ground at all, but in Antioch or Caesarea by 

some zotarius or other Latin official in the suite of the pro- 

vinelal governor. Several facts might be cited in favour of 

this view, but they are better kept in reserve for the present. 

I am not yet convinced that the hypothesis is right. Failing 

that, the alternative would be that a MS. or MSS. strongly 

marked with Syrian peculiarities was conveyed to the West 

and there made use of as a basis for the Latin translation. 

If this were so, the coincidence between our list and Cureton's 

Syriae would be equally aecounted for, and there would be 

the same reason for referring it to an early stage in the his- 
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tory of the Gospels. We are reminded of that other similar 

and not less striking coincidence in the order ‘ Numbers, 

Leviticus’ between our list ‘Leontius’ and Nicephorus. Each 

strengthens the other and tends to diminish the presumption 

of accident. 

As for the order of the different divisions of the New Tes- 

tament—Evv., Epp. Paul, Act., Apoc., Cath. Epp.—the most 

important point is the juxtaposition of Apoc. and Epp. Joan., 

which has been already diseussed. For the rest the nearest 

analogy is supplied by Cod. WM, several cursives, Epiphanius, 

the Peshitto, Jerome, etc., which have Evv., Epp. Paul., Act., 

Cath. Epp. Apoc. But the principle of combining St. John’s 

writings into an Justrumentum Joanneum has been abandoned. 

If any prineiple of grouping has been at work it might be 

supposed to be the historical principle of arranging the parts 

in the order of their admission into the Canon. The corpus of 

St. Paul's Epistles was very nearly complete—in some regions 

it was probably quite complete—in the time of Mareion : 

and it would be not until after that date that the books of 

the New Testament were brought together as a whole. In 

the East, where the mass of the Greek MSS. were written, 

the addition of Epp. Cath. and Apoc. was the last stage in 

the formation of the Canon. 

III. Tug STICcHOoMETRIES. 

The subject of Stichometries, like that of the order of the 

Books, needs a few words of introduction, that the reader may 

be placed abreast with the present state of investigation on 

the subject. The last fifty years! have seen a marked advance 

which to the best of my belief has not yet been recorded in 

English manuals—at least not in those which deal with the 

! It is necessary to go back thus far to Ritschl's Alerandrinische Biblio- 
theken (1838) and Disp. de Stichometr. deque Heliod. Supplement. (1840); 

both reprinted in Opusc. Philol., Bd. 1. But a general understanding on the 

subject has only been recently arrived at, 
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side at which it touches Biblical criticism. The pioneers 

bear illustrious names, Friedrich Ritschl in Germany and 

Charles Graux in France !, in whose steps have followed Diels, 

Christ, Schanz, Birt, and a number of others?. And finally, 

the results obtained have been applied to the criticism of the 

New Testament in two elaborate articles in the American 

Journal of Philology for 1883 by the American and Cambridge 

scholar, Professor Rendel Harris. 

The first thing to be done is to clear the mind of a wide- 

spread and deep-rooted confusion between stichometry and 

that method of writing which is properly described as per cola 

et commata, or as we might say, ‘by clause and sub-clause,’ 

according to which each new clause or division of a clause had 

a line to itself?. Examples of this latter method may be 

seen in the famous MSS. Codd. Bezae and Claromontanus 

(D Evy. and D Paul.), on a still more minute scale of sub- 

division in our own Cod. Laudianus (E Act.), or with a some- 

what different arrangement of the text in Cod. Amiatinus and 

many other MSS. of the Vulgate. Indeed most of the early 

MSS. of the Vulgate are written in this way, with some 

variety in the method of arrangement. See Pal. Soc. i. 16 

(Wordsworth’s Z), 17 (8), 33 (X), 3 (Y), 236(Benevento Gospels) ; 

Zang. and Watt. 34 (F), 35 (A), 36 (J), ete. ; also the Psalters, 

Pal. Soe. ii. 8, 1. 18. The divisions here adopted being sense- 

divisions, the lines naturally varied in length : the essence of 

stichometry is that the lines are assumed to be uniform or as 

near uniform as possible*. The object of stichometry was to 

1 Revue de Philologie, N. S., ii. 97-143 (1878). 

? For references see the articles by Prof. Rendel Harris. 

? As the name στίχος was used for the sense-line as well as the space-line 

(for instance the poetical Books of the O. T. in which it was adopted were 

called, as we have seen, βίβλοι στιχήρεις), there was much excuse for the 

confusion of the two methods: and the eminent scholar Fr. Blass for a long 

time contended that the Stichometries related to the sense-line. He has 

however, in view of the overwhelming evidence brought against him, greatly 

modified his views, and in Iwan Müller's Handbuch, i. 314 ff, he frankly 

accepts his opponents' explanation for the greater part of the phenomena. 

* The most thorough treatment with which I am acquainted of the history 
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find a standard of measurement for literary works. Thanks to 

the researches of the scholars named above that standard had 

been discovered. It was for Greek writings the Homeric 

hexameter, averaging roughly sixteen syllables or thirty-six 

letters in length. The starting-point was a passage of Galen’, 

the conclusions drawn from which were verified by a large 

inductive examination of a number of the stichometrical data 

which have come down to us, e.g. for Herodotus, Thucydides, 

Demosthenes (very fully worked out by Christ), Eusebius 

(Praep. Evang.), Gregory Nazianzen, ete. The great mass of 

the data agree excellently together ; but some anomalies re- 

main which still need explanation, and perhaps may require 

the assumption of a different standard. 

Such was the point which had been reached when the 

Cheltenham List was published. It was therefore a welcome 

surprise when the results, which had been hitherto to a large 

extent inferential, were on a sudden not only illustrated by 

their extension from Greek to Latin, but also confirmed by 

a statement than which nothing could be more explicit. The 

whole secret was out. Not only the method of stichometries 

but their purpose (which had been also guessed) was explained. 

Conclusions which had been reached by a purely scientific 

process received a superfluous but none the less satisfactory 

verification. ‘Inasmuch as the index of verses (=stichometry) 

in the city of Rome is not clearly given, and elsewhere too 

through greed for gain they do not preserve it in full, I have 

gone through the books singly, counting sixteen syllables to 

the line, and have appended to every book the number of 

Virgilian hexameters?. The booksellers cheated their customers 

of colometry as applied to the New Testament is by Dr. P. Corssen in an essay 

recently published on Codd. DFG (Paul). Professor Rendel Harris also 

deals satisfactorily with the subject. 

1 De Plac. Hippocr., viii. 1 (ed. Kiihn, v. 155). 

2 The text as it stands (see p. 224 above) is evidently corrupt. Mommsen 
proposes to throw out both poswi and numerum: we might perhaps retain the 

latter and read versuwm Virgilianorum (uersui [or perhaps rather wersum as 

a vernacular form: see Neue, Formenlehre d. lat. Sprache, i. 360, and the 
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by suppressing the stichometries, by which at once the pay of 

the scribe and the price of the book was reckoned, and were 

asking more than the book was worth: for this reason the 

author of the note (which the tenth-century copyist had tran- 

scribed) had taken care to set down a full stichometry in his 

margin. We observe in passing that the author was not 

himself writing in Rome, though he knew too well the customs 

of the trade there. 

We may leave further details, such as the rate of pay for 

copying !, and the possible existence of other standards besides 

the hexameter, for which reference may be made to Professor 

Rendel Harris's articles mentioned above, and go on at, once 

to a comparison of the Cheltenham stichometry with others 

of the same kind. 

Stichometries of the Vulgate do not appear to be found in 

the oldest MSS. But they become fairly plentiful in MSS. 
of the ninth century and later. Professor S. Berger, whom 

I consulted, has been so good as to send me his notes of the 

readings of the following MSS. on doubtful points :— 

Par. Lat. 1 : a Bible presented to Charles the Bald by Count 

Vivianus and eleven monks of the abbey of St. Martin 

at Tours in the year 850. 

Par. Lat. 6: a Bible probably of the tenth century. 

Par. Lat. 11504 : a Bible of the ninth century. 

Par. Lat. 11532: another of the same date. 

Par. Lat. 11514: an Old Testament also of the ninth century. 

These three MSS. all came from St. Germain-des-Prés. 

Brit. Mus. Add. 10546: * Charlemagne's Bible ;' early ninth 

century (Bp. Wordsworth's K). 

other authorities and instances quoted by Miodonski, Anon. adv. Aleatores, 

p. 73, n.] Vérgilianow): if it were clear that versum Virgilianum alone 

could = numerum versuum Virgilianorum, Mommsen’s reading would be 

preferable. 

1 This is given in Diocletian’s Edict De pretiis rerum venalium (C. I. L., 

iii. 831). 
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Cod. Paulinus: the famous MS. from the Church of S. 

Paolo fuori le Mura, another Caroline MS. 

Cod. Vallicellianus: a MS. also of the ninth century, and like 

the two last presenting Aleuin's recension of the Vulgate 

(Bp. Wordsworth's V). 

I have further made use of— 

Cod. Bodl. Auct. E. inf. 1, 2 (Hody’s N. E. F. 6), which appears | 

to be of the twelfth century. 

Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 (see above), from the Catalogue of 

Ancient MSS. 

Harley MS. 2805: of the ninth century; from the same source. 

And the list given by the Benedictine editors of St. Jerome 

(ed. Migne, vol. ix. p. 150 £). What are given as the 

Vulgate readings thus rest upon a strong consensus. 

It will be seen at a glance that the stichometry in the 

Cheltenham List is really that of the Vulgate. 

The Cheltenham stichometry is evidently in the main very 

correct. When the missing numbers are supplied from the 

best Vulgate MSS. for the Books of the Heptateuch the result 

agrees exactly with that in the List. When the Book of Ruth 

is taken with the Books of Kings, as we have seen that it 

ought to be taken, and when the one small and obvious 

correction of CCL for CCI has been made, the result again 

tallies with the items. For the succeeding Books down to 

the Book of Psalms (inclusive) the only item whieh does not 

correspond with the reading of the best MSS. is that for the 

Book of Job. Here, however, Par. Lat. 6 presents the same 

figures as the Cheltenham List. It is not until we get to 

the 4266. Salomonis and the Major Prophets that any real difüi- 

culty arises. We may accept the figures given for Isaiah and 

Jeremiah; but there is clearly some mistake in those for 

Ezekiel and Daniel, and the summaries both for the Solomonie 

Books and for the Major Prophets must be wrong. I have 

suggested corrections for these last which are as near as it 
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St. Matthew 

St. Mark 

St. Luke 

St. John 

Acts 

Apocalypse... 

τ St. John ... 

2 5. John ... 

3 St. John... 

Total  ... 

1 St. Peter ... 

2 St. Peter .. 

Toi *.. 

Ὡ Uno 
1 oo [m 

u ns = 
oO oer i V5: . 

Ee HS | oS | Boe 
Qo —- Ib ἘΞ 2 > A 3 φ Ὁ cud c. Ee 

Εἴ Pie es 498 
ee 

3 aos | BS 4.9 
BS 

SERT ado dis ee o 

Comparative Table of 

(B) SrrcuowETRIES or 

Greek Stichometries. 

Some MSS 
Main hody of 

MSS. 

2514 {i MSS.) 

IO7I 2433 2397 2359 Η. R. corr. (37 Ma ) 

2560 (9 MSS.) 

678 | 1511 | 1494 | 1549 p d ae | 1600 

er CI" | U 1g90 (2 MSs.) | | (32 M88) 

2676 (5 MSS.) m 
"Is: | cukor 1 aot | snag 2740 (6 MSS.) ¢ | 4 M88.) 2750 (3 MSS.) 4 

880 | 1948 | 1903 1924 

1007} 2559 | 2527 | 2479 

405 1224 1213 1156 

105 268 262 247 

i301105 δὶ 30 30 

I5 3T 31 3I 

133 330 323 308 

105 245 240 265 

61 162 158 

166 | 407 398 424 

159 

2024 (9 MSS.) 2300 
2210 (5 MSS.) (38 MSS.) 
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Stichometries (continued). 

THE New TEsTAMENT. 

Greek Stichometries. Latin Stichometries. 

Bd Ξ , 
. : τη 3.2 5 τ, S Α 

2 $ | ES ΕΗ 4B | we | os g 
: 3 | $2 [ES 38 33 052. 3 
E 2 $6 585 ὁ Ξ "AS | ge B 
ui [3 A EER E á 3 2 

zd 

2700 (4 MSS.) 

| 2500 2500 | 2600 | 2700 | 2700 

3397 (2 MSS.) 

1616 (10 MSS.) ) 
1700 (6 MSS.) 2000 2000 | 1600 1700 | 1700 
1829 (2 MSS.) | 

3827 (2 MSS. 2600 2600 | 2900 | 3300 | 3800 2900 (1 MS.) 
[read 3800] 

2700 | 200 18 1800 | § 1700 (1 MS.) 
no 7 s ge : | 2300 (1 MS.) 

10000 Ur πὶ 
(Cod.) 9400 (1 MS.) 

2556 | 3000 ? 2600 | 3600 | 3600 
[reading 
Y for Vv 

1400 1500 | 1200 | 1800 | 1800 sis 

2 220 2 
i (Cod. Peng. Vet. 

31 37 20 Lat.) 

32 20 

342 260 450 

237 236 200 

154 140 

| 
| 390 34° 300 
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seems possible to come to the MS., and which give a right 

result for the general total. Beyond this I have not thought 

that I could go profitably. The five missing and the two 

erroneous items might be manipulated in a variety of ways ; 

none of which would admit of verification. I am conscious 

of having only proposed a makeshift solution for this part of 

the problem. Before touching on the further questions raised 

I proceed to give a similar, but as the materials allow some- 

what more elaborate table for the stichometry of the New 

Testament. For this I have made use of the calculations of 

Professor Rendel Harris as to the actual number of measured 

lines in the text of Westcott and Hort, adding to these a 

rather rough calculation for Cod. Amiatinus. I have also in- 

corporated the data from Professor Rendel Harris’s tables of 

stichometries from Greek MSS., with some enlargement 

from the third edition of Scrivener’s Introduction and the 

American corrections of Scrivener. The variants to the Vul- 

gate readings are contributed by M. Berger. For the New 

Testament we have to add to the authorities the Book of 

Armagh (early ninth century). . 

There is nothing here that needs setting right in the 

Cheltenham List except the obvious correction for St. Luke. 

The figures for the Epistles of St. John and St. Peter are 

open to suspicion; but the Vulgate parallels fail us, and there 

is no general total by which to check them. The numeration 

in the Freising MS. looks very much as if it were taken over 

from the Greek. 

I do not propose to attempt a justification of the different 

stichometries. It is enough for our purpose to have the 

identity of those in the Cheltenham List and the Vulgate 

MSS. brought out so clearly. An interesting problem is 

suggested by these taken together. What was the origin of 

the Vulgate stichometry? Was it originally made for the 

Vulgate? and if so, where and when? It strikes us at once 

that the MSS. of the Vulgate in which stichometries are 

found are none of them earlier than the Caroline period. Three 
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of the most conspicuous (Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 and Codd. 

Paulinus and Vallicellianus) show traces of the influence of 

Aleuin. I do not know that there is anything that need be 

inconsistent with the supposition that Aleuin had brought 

the stichometries with him from England. He would then 

perhaps have obtained them ultimately from an Irish souree— 

the same from which they found their way into the Book of 

Armagh. It is noticeable, however, that they do not appear 

to be found in the earlier Books of Kells, Durrow, and the 

Codd. Usseriani, or in the Rushworth, Lindisfarne, Durham, 

or Lichfield (St. Chad’s) Gospels, or in those which come from 

St. Augustine’s, Canterbury, or in the Stonyhurst St. John, 

or to the best of my knowledge in any other of the English 

or Irish MSS. of a date not later than the ninth century. 

They must thus have had a very limited circulation. The 

oldest authority in which they are found is the archetype of 

the Cheltenham MS. For although we have no proof that 

the stichometries are as old as the year 359, it is not probable 

that they are more than seventy years later, The circum- 

stances under which the stichometries were added are indi- 

cated in the note at the end of the New Testament list. That 

note implies the existence of free inter-communication be- 

tween the city of Rome and the place where it was written. 

Now we have so far had many reasons for connecting the list 

with Africa. But if the line-measurements were added in 

Africa and if the note in regard to them was drawn up in 

that country, it must have been either before the Vandal 

invasion (428—430 A.D.) or in the interval between the re- 

conquest of Africa by Belisarius in 533-4 and the final de- 

struction of Carthage by the Arabs in 698. And the first of 

these periods is decidedly more probable than the second, 

because the note implies a flourishing book-trade and settled 

and peaceful relations between the province and the capital 

such as can hardly be said to have existed either during the 

Gothic war or the Lombard troubles which followed. If the 

second period were to be chosen the best part of it would be 
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about the time of Primasius, or 560 A.D. Failing this, we are 

carried back very nearly if not quite to the age of Jerome. 

Still it would not be necessary that the stichometry should 

have Jerome for its author, any more than he can have been 

the author of the various eapitulations which are found in 

Vulgate MSS. "The majority of these must have been either 

composed at a later date, or (what is very possible) transferred 

from MSS. of the Old Latin. 'The same may well be the 

case with the stiehometry. And here the Cheltenham List 

comes in with an important coincidence. None ofthe Vulgate 

MSS., as M. Berger assures me, have any line-measurement 

for Ezra-Nehemiah. It is probable therefore that the sti- 

chometry was made from a coder in which that book was 

wanting. But it is also wanting in the Cheltenham List. 

That, and its date combined, bring the List very near the 

point at which the stichometry originated. We may go back 

a step further. Apart from the Cheltenham List the earliest 

trace of the existence of Latin Biblical stichometries is in the 

so-called Speculum of St. Augustine!. Though the classified 

extracts from the Bible of which this work is composed 

present a Vulgate text, there is satisfactory proof that this 

is the work of which Possidius speaks as begun but left un- 

finished by St. Augustine at the time of his death. Either 

we must suppose that a Vulgate text was substituted for the 

Old Latin which St. Augustine certainly used; or St. Augus- 

tine himself only gave rough indieations (the beginning and 

end) of the passages which he wished to extract, and the text 

was filled in later from a copy of the Vulgate?. In any case 

the change must have been made before the work got into 

general circulation, as the extant MSS. (of which one is of the 

ninth and one of the tenth century) are all based on Jerome's 

version. But the adaptation of the text of the extracts does not 

1 The first of the two similar works recently published by Weihrich (Corp. 

Script. Eccles. Lat., vol. xii; Vienna, 1887). 

2 Compare the method pursued in the two Theodulfian MSS., Aniciensis 

and Mesmianus, of the second or spurious Speculum. 
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affect the framework in which they are set. This framework, 

which consists of a preface and very brief connecting links 

between the extracts, is, we have every reason to think, original. 

It is clear from this that the Biblical codex from which the 

extracts were made was stichometrically written. Many of 

the links of transition are vague (post aliquantum, paulo post, 

ete.), but many also are definite (post ?. versum, post vit, versus, 

ete.): and that not in a book here and there, but all through the 

Bible!. It is probable then that St. Augustine himself had 

. access to a stichometry. Can it have had anything to do 

with Tichonius the Donatist, who stood in such near literary 

relation to him? Tichonius was a person interested in the 

study of the Scriptures ; and the making of stichometries was 

one of the employments of Biblical scholars in those days. 

We have an example of this in the East a little later in 

Euthalius : and the Greek MSS. show that there must have 

been many both before and after Euthalius who busied them- 

selves in the same kind of work. 

However it may be about Tichonius, whose name I only 

mention to show the kind of circle in which the stichometries 

seem to have arisen, the one conclusion for which we have the 

clearest warrant is that the author must have had relations to 

St. Augustine. This is, it is true, more clearly visible in the 

Old Testament than in the New. In the Old Testament we 

had both a general resemblance in order and also two marked 

coincidences—the grouping of Ruth with Kings and the 

placing of Ezekiel before Daniel. The most striking differ- 

ence was the omission of 1, 2 Esdras in the List and its 

retention by Augustine. In the New Testament the diver- 

gence is greater. Here the more archaic hand at work in the 

List is decidedly at an earlier stage than St. Augustine. It 

adopts indeed elements that go back as far as Tertullian. 

Since Tertullian there is no such clear trace as here of the 
Instrumentum Joanneum. 'The omission of Hebrews, St. James, 

and St. Jude is also thoroughly primitive; and the protest 

* Corssen has made good use of these data in the essay above referred to. 

VOL. III. T 
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against the admission of 2, 3 St. John and 2 St. Peter belongs 

to a stage which is not likely to have extended much beyond 

the year 400. Other primitive traits of a different kind are 

the peculiar order of the books Numbers and Leviticus and 

the peculiar order of the Gospels, both presenting: coincidences 

with far-removed Greek authorities, and so pointing backwards 

to a time before the Latin and Greek traditions had separated. 

All these data are of course entirely independent of any 

conclusions that might be drawn from the chronological 

notes. Their presence in a tenth-century MS. shows that . 

they might be perpetuated in a late document; but simple 

transmission 1s one thing and actual composition is another; 

and it does not seem to me probable that the compiler of 

the List as we have it would deliberately reject so many 

Epistles after the Third Council of Carthage and the times of 

St. Jerome and St. Augustine. 

There remain the ‘24 elders of the Apocalypse’ and 

the stichometries. These no doubt may be subsequent inser- 

tions; but on the whole I am inclined to believe that they 

are not derived directly from Jerome. In the one case I 

suspect that Jerome (though he does not say so) is drawing 

from an older authority, of which our Lists Victorinus and 

Pseudo-Tertullian represent a divergent branch ; and in the 

other case I think it very possible that the stichometries 

either were not originally composed for the Vulgate at all 

or were composed for it in Africa and not in Palestine. 

IV. Tue List or THE WRITINGS OF CyYPRIAN. 

The third subject on which the document before us has an 

important bearing is the criticism of Cyprian. It is satis- 

factory to find that all the treatises usually regarded as 

genuine are included in the Cyprianie List with the single 

exception of Quod idola dit non sint (De Idolorum Vanitate). 

The absence of this treatise need not excite misgivings as to 

its genuineness, Its attestation goes back to St. Jerome and 
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St. Augustine 1, if not to the biographer of Cyprian ?: it is 

found in most of the better MSS. (though not as it happens 

in the two oldest, $ and 7, which are both fragmentary): and 

the style and character of the treatise are thoroughly 

Cyprianic. Its omission would seem to be connected with 

the fact that, as we shall see presently, its usual place in the 

MSS. was among the Epistles and towards the end even of 

these. 

On the questions which have been raised as to the Testimonia 

the Cheltenham List has weighty evidence to render. Before 

touching upon these it may be right to say a word about the 

reading of the MS. This is given by Mommsen thus: 

ad Quirinum libri HI: I DL 

II DCCCL 

III DCCLXX. 

Mommsen notes that instead of J the MS. has Z; and the 

doubt had occurred to me, observing the suspicious repetition 

of L at the end of the figures for Books I and II, that the 

archetype may have read : 

ad Quirinum libri III: L(ib) I D 

L(i)) II DCCC 

χ() TIT DCCLXX. 

The exact form in which the entry stands in the MS. is as 

follows—most of the punctuation appears to be added by a 

second hand : 

manus prima 1, Ὅ]Π toccl| nr, boclxx- 

manus secunda X. 0-111; Occce-l| ur; Occ. Ixx. 

I think however on the whole that Mommsen is probably 

right. It is true that there is a tendency in this part of the 

List to greater brevity than in the earlier part: for instance, 

versus is only inserted in the last line, whereas it occurs 

1 Aug., De unic. Bapt., iv. § 6; Hieron., Ep. 83 ad Magnum. 

? The words of Pontius are rather ambiguous, and may possibly refer to 

Ad Demetrianum: per quem gentiles blasphemi repercussis in se quae nobis 

ingerunt vincerentur ? (Vit. c. 7; ed. Hartel, p. xcvii. 1. 16). 

T2 
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frequently in the Biblical lists. This might prevent us from 

arguing from Paralipomen lib. I, ete., as above. But I do not 

think that Z alone for /iber is a common abbreviation. This 

supposition then may probably be dismissed, and the number 

of versus may be taken as Mommsen has it. 

The recent history of the criticism of the Zestimonia is this. 

In Texte und Untersuchungen, Bd. 1, Heft 1, p. 251 (published 

in 1882), Harnack (after Erasmus) labelled the Testimonia as 

the work of (Pseudo-)Cyprian. In Heft 2 of thesame volume 

(published in 1883) he withdrew this doubt and pronounced 

them genuine. This may have been partly due to the 

accumulation of evidence for the early use of the Testimonia 

in Commodian, Firmieus Maternus, and Lactantius (;5i4., 

Heft 2, p. 97). An article by Dombart! there referred to is 

specially important as showing that while Commodian's 

Apology only bears trace of the use of the two first Books of 

the Testimonia, the Instructions give equally clear proof of the 

use of the third Book. In Old-Latin Texts, Part uw, p. 131 

the writer of this essay argued for the genuineness of the 

work, but at the same time threw out the surmise, based upon 

the discrepancy between the number of στίχοι assigned to the 

three Books in the List and their actual length in the 

printed editions, that Book III at least might perhaps be 

largely interpolated. Mommsen had already compared the 

stichometry of the List with the number of lines in Hartel's 

edition with this result : 

Book I: στίχοι 550, lines 560. 

IHE 0.5850: gt 4898. 

1H :505,4^ 790.3895 

I was inclined however to reject the hypothesis of interpola- 

tion, and preferred to suppose that J or oo had dropped out 

of the text?, partly because of the general identity of the 

Biblical text throughout the whole of the Third Book, 

1 Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol., 1879, esp. pp. 384-389. 

? It would be almost as easy to suppose that in the uncial hand of the 

fourth century occlxx was written for lxx. 
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and partly because the quotation in Jerome’s Dial. c. 

Pelag., 1. 321, seemed to show that the fifty-fourth ¢itulus 

at least (which is two-thirds of the way through the book) 

stood in Jerome’s day where it does now. Dombart also, 

it should be said, points out several marked coincidences 

between the /i/w/í of Book III and Commodian?. More 

recently Dr. P. Corssen in his very careful and suggestive 

review of O/d- Latin Biblical texts* has urged in favour of the 

theory of interpolation that there is no other instance of a 

treatise of Cyprian exceeding in length 1000 στίχοι. The 

fact is important when we consider the tendency which Birt 

has proved for authors to observe certain laws as to the 

length of their compositions. Nor would I lay stress in 

opposition to it upon the division of the Zestimonia into two 

books, instead of three, in the twelfth-century MS. which we 

have called O,. This would more nearly equalize the two 

books, but it does not rest upon sufficient authority. Even 

the allied MS. O; has the usual division into three Books. 

We note however that the number of capitula in Book III 

shows the same or even greater excess over those of the 

other two (Book I, 24; Book II, 30; Book III, 120): and 

we have just seen that these capituda were apparently the 

same—half of them at least certainly the same—in Jerome's 

time as they are in our own. It would be strange too if with 

so many distinct families of MSS. there should be no trace of 

the original smaller work. The common archetype of these 

different families must go back to a date not far from that of 

Cyprian himself; and though the enlarged edition would 

naturally tend to supersede the smaller edition, the works of 

Cyprian were so rapidly diffused and so widely that it would 

be difficult for it to suppress the smaller edition altogether. 

This difficulty is increased when we observe how much the 

Cheltenham List has in common with the MSS., and in 

1 Noticed by Harnack, 7. v. U., ii. 2. p. 81. 

? [bid., p. 387 f£. 

? Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen for April 1, 1889. 
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particular how nearly it agrees with them in the position of 

the Testimonia. If the Cheltenham List were the one sur- 

viving member of a divergent tradition we should expect 

it to present greater differences. It would seem therefore 

that allowing the fullest weight to the Cheltenham sticho- 

metry, there are still formidable obstacles in the way of the 

interpolation-hypothesis. The question loses much of its 

importance if the prima facie impression is found to hold good 

that the Biblieal text throughout the Book is consistent with 

itself and consistent also with that of Cyprian. In that ease, 

though the whole of the collection may not have been made 

by Cyprian himself, it would be made at least from Cyprian’s 

Dible. If it should prove that there has been a deliberate 

enlargement of Book III, the same thing on a smaller scale 

will probably have taken place in Book II, because whereas 

in all the other treatises the number of lines in the Cheltenham 

List is more or less considerably in excess of those in Hartel's 

edition, here the relation 15 inverted. 

Two spurious pieces are included in the Cheltenham List, 

De Laude Martyrii and Adversus Judaeos. The first of these 

very early found its way into the Cyprianie collections. It 

not only appears in the Cheltenham List, but is repeatedly 

quoted by Lucifer Calaritanus!, It is also partially extant 

in the oldest Cyprian MS. (8), and has a place in the great 

majority of the other MSS. "There seems to be no good 

authority for the inscription ‘To Moyses and Maximus’ 

which is found in the older editions. The treatise is much 

rather, as Fell has pointed out, a sort of rhetorical exercise 

which implies the attention and even the applause of an in- 

terested audience. It does not look as if it had been written 

in the heat of persecution: it bears much more the impress 

of a time of peace: and if it were ever delivered at all, we 

should say that it was as an oration commemorating those 

who had suffered, like the λόγοι ἐπιτάφιοι of the Greeks. It 

1 See Hartel’s Index to Lucifer, and Harnack in Theol. Literaturzeitung, 

1886, col. 174. 
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resembles these in the generality of its language, and in the 

absence of names and particular allusions. Though not Cy- 

prianic, and probably later than Cyprian, it appears to be 

African in its origin. 

The treatise Against the Jews is of the same rhetorical and 

artificial character. It has not grown out of real controversy !. 

It is not even an argument, but rather a declamation. It con- 

sists in a magnifying of Christian privileges by contrasting 

Israel’s loss with the Christian’s gain. This treatise does 

not rest on such good MS. authority as De Laude Martyrüi. 

Its Biblical text and linguistic features seem peculiar and 

interesting. 

The process by which spurious works came to be included 

among the genuine is well illustrated by a statement which 

has a further significance for our present purpose. In his 

tract De Adulteratione Librorum Origenis, Rufinus of Aquileia, 

writing in the last years of the fourth century, complains 

that whereas the whole corpus of Cyprian’s Epistles was 

collected into a single volume, certain heretics who were in 

the habit of blaspheming against the Holy Spirit, had cul- 

pably inserted among them the treatise of Tertullian [he 

should have said ‘ Novatian’| on the Trinity, and then had 

the interpolated volumes hawked about the streets of a large 

city like Constantinople at a cheap rate so as to induce people 

to buy them 2, We may accept the fact while reserving our 

1 On this characteristic of much of the Anti-Jewish literature, see Harnack, 

E WD 13. 63 fi, 

? The passage is so interesting from a variety of reasons that it may be 

well to give it in the original: Sancti Cypriani martyris solet omne episto- 
larum corpus in uno codice scribi. Huic corpori haeretici quidam, qui in 

Spiritum Sanctum blasphemant, Tertulliani libellum de Trinitate reprehen- 

sibiliter (quantum ad veritatem fidei nostrae pertinet) scriptum nserentes, et 

quamplurimos codices de talibus exemplariis conscribentes per totam Con- 

stantinopolin urbem maximam distrahi pretio vilior fecerunt ut exiguitate 

pretii homines illecti ignotos et latentes dolos facilius compararent, quo per 

hoc invenirent haeretici perfidiae suae fidem tanti viri auctoritate conquirere 

(Orig. Opp., ed. Lommatzsch, xxv. 395). Jerome replies to this that the 
work in question was not really Tertullian's, but Novatian's: see Delarue's 

note. 
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own judgment as to the imputation of motive. Such impu- 

tations are continually being thrown out, and in nine cases 

out of ten where we can test them turn out to be groundless, 

It is however clear that other works were included in the same 

volume with those of Cyprian ; and if they were anonymous in 

the first instance they would soon come to pass by his name, 

Rufinus speaks of ‘ Epistles, but he probably means by this 

the whole of Cyprian’s works. The subscriptions in the MSS. 

frequently speak of the treatises as Hyistolae. So Hartel’s 

Corbie MS. (C), of the ninth century, at the end of Quod idola 

dii non sint. So the St. Gall MS.(G), also of the ninth cen- 

tury, at the end of De Eccl. Un. and De Mortalitate ; and so 

too the tenth-century MS. which we have called O, and the 

two twelfth-century MSS. which we have called O, and O,. 

We may suspect that this use of episto/a led to the substitu- 

tion of Ad Virgines for De Habitu Virginum in the Cheltenham 

List: a point in which it agrees with O,. 

For the rest, the Cheltenham List contains 28 out of 81 

letters which Mommsen. has succeeded in identifying, and 

there are five others, according to his reckoning, which he 

has not identified. We will try what can be done with these 

presently. It may be asked, however, how it is that only 

one of the treatises should be missing (No. IL, Quod idola, 

ete.) and so large a number of Epistles? "The genuineness of 

the missing letters (which do not all profess to be written by 

Cyprian) is really well assured: but it must be remembered 

that it is a much easier thing to collect long compositions 

like the treatises than short and fugitive compositions like 

the letters. The MS. of the treatises Cyprian would keep 

at home and leave behind him?; the letters would be dis- 

1 We may also note in passing (1) the great popularity of Cyprian’s 

writings, (2) the ready sale which Latin books find in Constantinople. Some 

of Cyprian's works were translated into Greek (see Pitra's Analecta, tom. iv), 

but we can hardly suppose that this was the case with the whole corpus or 

with the work of Novatian. The language of Jerome implies that the 

volumes were in Latin. 

* There is plenty of evidence to show that Cyprian, with the business-like 
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persed abroad, not only over the province of Africa, but some 

to Rome and even to Spain. No doubt Cyprian won a great 

reputation even in his lifetime; and this reputation was 

greatly enhanced by his glorious death ; so that his letters 

would soon come to be enquired after and collected. Still 

the process would take time: it would proceed unequally in 

different regions: and partial collections would be put in cir- 

culation long before the whole body of Epistles was brought 

together in a single volume. The MSS. still bear many 

traces of this process. It will be instructive to interrogate 

them upon the subject, as we may do by tabulating the con- 

tents of the different MSS. side by side with the Cheltenham 

List. The reader who wishes to know more about the 

different authorities enumerated may be referred to Hartel's 

Preface, and to the Appendix to Old-Latin Texts, Part II. It 

will be enough for the present purpose if he will take the 

letters used to designate the MSS. as so many symbols, to 

which however, as a prima facie indication of value, the cen- 

tury to which they belong has been appended. For conveni- 

ence of use the numbering of the Epistles by Rigault and 

habits which were characteristic of him, had copies made of his own letters, 

which he must have kept by him at least for a time. Thus in Ep. 20 we find 

him in self-defence sending to Rome copies of the letters (13 in number) 

which he had written to the clergy and confessors at Carthage: in like 

manner in Ep. 25 he speaks of a transcript of five letters which he had sent to 

Caldonius: and besides this, he frequently refers to copies of his letters which 

he begs his correspondents either to disseminate themselves or give others 

the opportunity of disseminating. But there is good reason to think that the 

letters were not first collected from the archives of the Church at Carthage. 

The great diversities of order and the varying length of the collections are 

against this; and it is noticeable that the letters which relate to the domestic 

atfairs of the Church of Carthage are just those which found their way into 

the collections most sparingly. The letters to Cornelius, for instance, are found 

in all the great collections, and nearly the same is true of the letters to the 

Spanish Churches, but the controversy about the lapsed is very poorly repre- 

sented. We should like much to know what became of the thirteen letters of 

which copies were sent to Rome. Are they the original source of any of our 

extant texts? The archetype of 7’ M Q is, I think, the only collection which 

contains as many as thirteen letters written before Ep. 20 to which the de- 
scription would apply: next to it comes the V group, which was certainly 

not written in Africa, and probably in Italy. 
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Baluze is given, as well as that of Fell and Hartel. And to 

facilitate the enquiry how far the chronology of the letters 

may have influenced their order in the collections, a chrono- 

logical list is also given based upon the careful researches of 

Otto Ritschl! which supplement Pearson’s Annales Cypri- 

anici. I anticipate a little by supplying conjecturally the 

letters not yet identified in the Cheltenham List. 

The suggestiveness of these lists is evident enough; but 

at the same time they are of course only suggestive: the 

hints which they supply will need to be worked out before 

they can lead to any assured conclusions. My hope is that 

they may serve as finger-posts to future critics of Cyprian— 

and in particular to one of my fellow contributors to these 

volumes—and point out directions in which enquiry is likely 

to be fruitful. To a certain extent the indications which 

they give have already received a certain amount of rough 

verification. We may see, for instance, at once that the order 

in the MS. O, is in the Epistles identical with, and in the 

Treatises not far removed from, that of 7': in other words, a 

MS. here in the heart of Oxford corresponds almost exactly 

to one that has lain for some two centuries on the shelves of 

the Vatiean?. The presumption thus raised is borne out: 

the texts of the two MSS. certainly resemble each other, 

though precisely to what extent they do so has still to be 

determined. In like manner the list of contents alone shows 

that the Lincoln MS. (/), written in Florence for the famous 

bookseller Vespasian, corresponds within one or two points 

with the Bamberg MS. (8). The texts here again are found 

to be closely related. And this is the more interesting be- 

cause the Bamberg MS. stands rather by itself, and is, at least 

in parts, of considerable importance. Then, further, we may see 

1 Cyprian von Karthago, Gottingen, 1885; comp. De Epistulis Cyprianicis 

Dissertatio Theologica, Halis Saxonum, 1885. 

? The MS. in question belonged to the library of Christina Queen of 

Sweden, and appears to have been previously in the possession of Peter 

Daniel of Orleans (+ 1603): see Reifferscheid, Biblioth. Ital., i. 337 compared 

with 349. 
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at a glance that our MS. O, is related to the Sorbonne MS. 

(41), the importance of which has not yet been fully estimated. 

The lists even give us the power of prediction. The MS. O, 

belongs to the oldest part of the Bodleian collection, having 

been presented to the Library in 1610, and its contents have 

never been exactly catalogued. There is however a partial 

index at the beginning in a hand contemporary with the 

MS. It appeared from this that, although there was consi- 

derable prima facie resemblance to the New College MS. O,, 

there were still some ten or twelve points of difference. On 

examination it turned out that almost every one of these 

arose either from a mistake in the cataloguing of the New 

College MS. or from an omission in the index of the MS. in 

the Bodleian. In this connexion too it may be mentioned 

that the text of the Testimonia in the small New College MS. 

4, though of the fifteenth century, closely resembles that 

of Cod. Sessorianus (4) which is of the eight or ninth. 

The text of 4 was followed by Hartel in his edition, and 

though it is faulty as representing what Cyprian actually 

wrote, it is yet both remarkable in itself and unique among 

the MSS. hitherto examined. As 4 is extant only in the 

Testimonia, we may look to find a substitute for it in the New 

College MS. for the other treatises. The lateness of the MS. 

(which seems however to be correctly written) would be abun- 

dantly counterbalanced if it should really add a new family to 

those already recognised. 

All these observations lie much upon the surface. But 

what we want to do is to get below the surface: we want 

to find the order of the archetypes of the different groups ; 

and then to work back from these to the archetypes of the 

archetypes, and to see how near they will bring us to Cyprian 

himself. 

Whether its exact date be 359 or not, in any case the 

Cheltenham List bears tangible marks of a greater antiquity 

than any of the MSS. We begin therefore with it ; and it 

must be confessed that so far as the Treatises are concerned— 
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not as we shall see for the Epistles—the results are rather 

disappointing. Only at the beginning and end does its order 

agree with that of any of the other documents. It is clear, 

however, that the order I, IV, VI, which we find running 

through so many of our MSS., was an order that had been 

fixed at the time when the List was drawn up—we shall not 

be wrong in saying practically within a century of Cyprian’s 

death. The order of the Zestimonia coming immediately before 

the Epistles—it is introduced by an epistle (in the strictest 

sense) and is addressed to an individual—and that of the 

Sententiae Episcoporum or minutes of the Council of Carthage 

coming in the midst of them had also been established. "The 

Couneil indeed comes in its proper historical place among the 

letters which bear on the controversy as to Rebaptism with 

which it deals. The two ends of the Cheltenham List thus 

present us with fixed types of order that are largely repre- 

sented in our MSS.; but the order of the eight intermediate 

treatises agrees with that of none of the MSS. Even if we 

break it up into the smallest possible fractions, there are only 

the two pairs, XI, X, which has a parallel in //, and VIII, 

XII, which occurs again in the group C E Κ΄. 

Another list which is also disappointing is that of the last- 

mentioned group C A / itself. The Verona MS. (/) is an 

eccentric but valuable authority which was used for the 

Aldine edition of 1563 by Latino Latini, the scholar to whom 

it was entrusted. Latini, who shows a very good spirit of 

criticism, was greatly impressed by the age of the MS., which 

he believed to be not less than a thousand years old. He 

complains bitterly of the way in which the printers tampered 

with his text, substituting Vulgate readings for those of the 

MSS. ; and he refused to let his name appear in the edition. 

Soon after this the MS. was presented by the canons of 

Verona to Cardinal Borromeo, and from that time has been 

lost sight of. Fortunately Latini had made notes of his col- 

lation of the MS., many of which are preserved in the margin 

of an Aldine copy at Góttingen, and in other copies used by 

VOL. II. U 
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Rigault, Baluze, and in the Oxford edition’. Partly from 

these sources, which he has tracked with great care, and partly 

from the allied MSS. C and Zt (both of the ninth century), 

Hartel has gone far to recover the text of the MS., which he 

attributes conjecturally to the seventh century. In the order 

of the Treatises / maintains its character for eccentricity. It 

has, however, the common beginning I, IV, the triplet V, 

VII, VIII, which is very widely spread, and the pair of which 

we have just spoken as agreeing with the Cheltenham List, 

VIII, XII. 

In these two instances our tabulation has not carried us 

very far; but when we turn to the other MSS. much longer 

vistas seem to be opened. Notably is this the case with 

Cod. Seguierianus ($). This is Hartel’s leading MS., and the 

oldest MS. (sixth century) extant for the Treatises, so that its 

affinities are of especial importanee. We have only to look 

at the Tables to see how far-reaching those affinities are. 

They suggest welcome conclusions as to the value of our own 

Oxford MSS. The MS. is much mutilated, so that the coin- 

eidenees with O,, which are striking enough as it is, might 

have been even more striking if the MS. had been complete. 

O, and O,, again, are very closely allied; and I have pointed 

out elsewhere the interest which attaches to portions at least 

of the text of these MSS.? W also joins the group ; and VW 

is another MS. which is by no means devoid of interest. 

After S comes the archetype of a large number of MSS., 

MQ ETI, and among them our MS. ὦ, as well as in a more 

qualified sense of 7Z. This archetype Hartel assigns to the 

eighth century, and it too has many affinities which will be 

worth examining. The ultimate descent of this group from 

an archetype which is also the archetype of S is the salient 

fact about it. 

Other groups now come into view. Chief among these is 

that which includes the Lauresham MS. (7). In some parts 

1 Hartel, Praef., pp. ix.-xiv. 

? Old-Latin Texts, Part ii. p. 129 f. 
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at least L is one of the very best MSS. we have. In the 

Testimonia it is our rallying-point, and as a rough test of other 

MSS. it may be said that they are good in proportion as they 

agree with ZL!, J itself is of the ninth century; so is its 

fellow MS. P; and the third in the group, X, is of the tenth. 

Now some of our Oxford MSS. have a marked resemblance in 

the text of the Testimonia to .L—conspieuously O, and O,. 

Both are MSS, that I have no doubt well deserve exploring. 

But O, agrees in order closely with 77, and so brings // into 

the vortex, if we may say so, of the good texts. O, has a 

rather peculiar order which eoineides at the outset with P. 

In the middle P branches off into what one may call the 

main line of tradition—the line of S O, J/ and the like. It 

is unfortunate that for all these earlier treatises Z itself is not 

extant. That leaves a number of problems to be solved, Is 

the line of Z continued in P, in O,, or in O, and H? This 

line may not prove of equal value to L, but it should at least 

be tested. 

Last but not least in this part of our enquiry comes the 

B group, which here in Oxford is represented by the Lincoln 

MS.(/)  .Bisitself of the eleventh century. It has affinities 

on the one hand with H, on the other hand with 7/Q, and 

I have found it coincide in important readings with 7; so 

that on all sides it is in touch with good and ancient texts. 

It may be mixed, as Hartel says; but there are good in- 

eredients in the mixture. 

It is of course true that in any or all of these cases the 

affinity of order is only of importance so far as it goes along 

with an affinity of text, and when that affinity of text has 

been proved the later document may be only a more corrupt 

reproduction of the earlier. But the value of these relations 

of order is that they put us upon the track of other relations 

which were in some cases quite unsuspected ; and they are 

! Old- Latin Biblical Texts, à. p. lxiv: the same conclusion had been 

arrived at independently by Dombart in the essay on Commodian previously 

mentioned (Z. f. wiss. Theol. 1879, p. 383). 

UZ 
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especially weleome when they suggest a means of supplement- 

ing the defects of primary MSS. 

Before going on to diseuss the various arrangements of the 

Epistles, it may be convenient to have before us a list of these 

with a brief indication of their subjects, so as to enable us to 

see how far the grouping has been determined by similarity 

of subject-matter. For this purpose a few simple headings 

are chosen (‘ lapsed,’ * Novatian, ‘heretical baptism, and the 

like), without entering into the details and phases of contro- 

versy: it should be understood that ‘martyrdom’ is taken in 

a wide sense so as to include ‘ confession.’ Letters written by 

other persons than Cyprian are printed in italics; but the 

synodical letters are not thus distinguished, as they are pro- 

bably Cyprian’s composition. 

Tue EPISTLES. 

Lines in 
No. Address. Subject. Στίχοι. Hartel’s 

Edition. 
I. People of Furni ....,.. clerical guardian m τε 

. 2. Eucratius kx oues «Alt Ὁ 101} — T 40 35 

3. Rogatianus ... ... ... refractory δῦ ass 

4. Pomponius .,. ... ... virgins 

5. Clergy of Carthage sv MOOT s 

6. Confessors at Carthage .. MOSS: 

7. Clergy of Carthage ^ ... poor 

P s iind E VE | retirement of Cyprian, 

p. Cyprien’s Reply as. i-o onn 

martyrdom of Map- 
10. Martyrs and Confessors pelicus, © e 140 118 

II. Clergy of Carthage ... prayer ... «1 ace 190 159 

I2. The same Vs ads τὸν “CREO Of fnaPÜVES χω 72 46 

I3. Martyrs and Gate ST Mike AN deo 
care of poor and con- 

14. Clergy of Carthage ὡς | s ep 

15. Martyrs and Confessors... 

16. Clergy of Carthage... .. 

17. Laity of Carthage... ...} lapsed... ... ... 

18. Clergy of Carthage... | 

I9. The same... ss. 
20. Roman Clergy ... ... explanations ... ... 7o 59 
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Address. Subject. 

. Celerinus to Lucianus ... 

22, Lucianus to Celerinus |... 

23. Confessors to Cyprian ... | apes! 

24. Caldonius to Cyprian ,.. sacrificati 

25. Cyprian’s Reply 

26. Clergy of Carthage M 

27. Roman Clergy T is prod 

28. Moyses, Maximus, and ) martyrdom 

other Roman Confessors | 

29. Clergy of Carthage... ... | appointment ofreader 

and sub-deacon 

30. Roman Clergy to Cyprian lapsed oe 

31. Reply of Moyses, ete. ... martyrdom ἘΠῚ heed 

32. Clergy of Carthage... | review of correspond- 

ence 
33. The lapsed "es as 

34. Clergy of σπόρο, τὸ 

35. Roman Clergy Bes jayne’ 

36. Reply of Roman Clergy... δες 
37. Moyses, Maximus, etc.... martyrdom 

38. “ καρ Ὁ τ χὰ of appointment of reader 
arthage 

39. The same es o. appointment of reader 

40. The same Dee ot^ "u Lion dau ius 
byter 

41. Caldonius and 4 others  Felicissimus ... 
42. Reply of Caldonius and 

4 others 

43. People of des .. Felicissimus ... 

44. Cornelius. , 

45. Cornelius... 

46. Maximusand E dos iod 
fessors , 

. Cornelius 40 εὐ ει ... | Novatian.,.. 

48. Cornelius um 

49. Cornelius to Cyprian 

50. The same... 

51. Cornelius... A ab 

Ba. Dwrmelius;. ... .. ... Novaius.. 
53. Maximus and 3 others to 

DENM Lu um 
54. Maximus and 3 others ,.. | Novatian... 

55. Antonianus "| sae 

56. Fortunatus and 5 nies 

57. 42 African Bishops to {aoe im EET 

Cornelius ... ... 

Στίχοι. 

70 

100 

[Nine 

letters to 

Cornelius: 

στίχοι 

1108] 

650 

293 

Lines in 
Hartel's 
dition. 

86 
44 

92 

25 
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No. Address. Subject. 

58. People of Thibaris... ... martyrdom 

59. Cornelius... ... ... ... Felicissimus ... 
60. Cornelius eee eee rt d 

61. Lucius κι; ὌΝ | EC A E 

62. Numidian Bishops... ... i HD Dicam. 
tives 

63. Caecilius oe cee cee  Baerament of His E 
64. African Synod to Fidus baptism of infants 

80. 

81. 

. Epictetus and Laity of 

. Reply from HE Bud 

1 d bish 
: Assurae i REN CAESUS 

. Florentius Popp .. personal calumnies 

. 37 African Bishops to 

Felix and people of 

Legio and  Asturica, - lapsed bishops 
Aelius and people of 

Emerita 

. Stephen ... ... .. .. Marcianus of Arles 

. Magnus ... 

. 31 African Richio 4 

Januarius and 17 others 

. Quintus ,,, ... ... ...\ heretical baptism ... 

. Stephen , 

. Jubaianus 

. Pompeius TERT 

. Firmilian to ΠΣ ai 

. Nemesianus and 8 other. 

Bishops with clergy in 

the mines 

. Reply of Womesotina dnd 

3 others — ... persecution of Va- 
lerian ... 

others ... 

. Reply from Felix d. 2 

other ist with 

clergy . 

Bs 

Clergy and people of his own approaching 

Carthage ... ... martyrdom ,.. 

Στίχοι. 

450 
106 

550 
290 

Lines in 
Hartel’s 
Edition. 

375 
97 

194 

212 

388 

83 

470 
250 

In order to put some limit to the number of points which 

are raised by the tabulated liste, I will confine myself pri- 

marily to the Cheltenham MS., and only touch incidentally 

upon the others, The grouping of the letters in the Chel- 

tenham List is partly obvious and partly comes out on a very 

little examination. 
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First we have a group addressed to Cornelius, bishop of 

Rome. ‘These it is clear had been so long collected together 

and were so habitually circulated under the same cover that 

the single letters are not indicated, but they are reckoned in 

the mass 4d Cornelium VIIII* with 1108 στίχοι. If we look 

at the order in the MSS. we shall see that in 7'O, there 1s 

a group of eight letters beginning with 60 and ending with 

51: in the archetype of J/Q, ete., and in that of O, O; there 

is the same group in the same order. In δ there is the 

same group in a slightly different order, 60 and 57 being re- 

moved from the top to the bottom. In C A /, which it will 

be remembered carry us back to the seventh century, and in 

Hg there are only seven letters, 51 being omitted. In the 

L family the group is euriously broken up, only four of the 

letters remaining together, 47, 45, 48, 44, with 57 and 59 at 

no great distance, and 51, 52 scattered among the other 

letters. It will be observed, however, that this small collec- 

tion includes one letter, No. 48, which does not appear in any 

other of the principal lists?. It is a letter of Cyprian to 

Cornelius, and is no doubt rightly inserted by Mommsen in 

this group. On the other hand; Mommsen omits the letter 

from the African Synod to Cornelius (No. 57), which is found 

in all the other lists. We note that C & / make up for 

their omission of 48 and 51 by appending to the letters of 

Cyprian to Cornelius the two from Cornelius to Cyprian 

(Nos. 49, 50), whieh have got separated from their proper 

connexion in the other MSS. Isay separated from their proper 

connexion, though 7'0, have found for them a connexion 

! This is undoubtedly the reading of the MS., and not viii, as Mommsen 

had in his notes (see above, p. 225). It is however of course possible that the 

archetype may have had vil: and the number of στίχοι assigned to the 

group perhaps suggests that it had. 

? But is there not some omission or mistake? Hartel does not give the 

letter in the table of contents of C and R (p. 1), and yet he quotes both 

C and V in the Apparatus to the letter (both it is true only once). In Z 

the letter is actually designated viiii. I do not quite reconcile what Hartel 

says about the agreement of Z and V (p. xlvi) with the place of Z in the 

genealogy (p. xlviii). 
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which is nearly as good—that of the correspondence between 

Rome and Carthage, Hpp. 8, 35, 36. pp. 49 and 50 are 

only separated from these by Lp. 33 addressed by Cyprian 

to the lapsed of his own Church. 

Among the MSS. whieh contain the group is the sixth- 

century Bobbio MS. Δ. This MS., at best a fragment, is 

subdivided into two still smaller fragments, one in the Am- 

brosian library at Milan, and the other at Turin. In the 

Ambrosian portion letters 47, 45, 41 are numbered respectively 

xxxvll, xxxviii, xxxix in a hand of the fifteenth century: in 

the Turin portion, letters 1, 46, 56, 20, 30 are numbered 

xliv, xlv, xlviii (three times repeated for xlvi, xlvii, xlviii) in 

the same hand as the text of the MS. Clearly the MS. was 

still entire when the more recent hand supplied certain missing 

numbers. It is probable that it contained before the point 

at whieh the Ambrosian fragment begins at least the two 

collections of which we are about to speak. 

Next in distinctness to the Cornelian group is another 

which stands near the head of the Cheltenham List: το, 28, 

37, 11, 38, 39. This is found in nearly all the families, in- 

cluding the lost seventh-century MS. /, the eighth-century 

archetype of 770, ete., and the archetype (which is probably 

older than the eighth century) of L.N P. It may be traced 

back even further than this, because besides its presence in 

the Cheltenham List a portion of it at least (Epp. 10, 28, 37 

—in this order) appears to have been used by Lucifer of Cag- 

lnari!l. We may infer that the collection was already made 

within a century of Cyprian’s death. It has also another 

claim upon our attention besides its antiquity. The two 

oldest members of the 27 Q family have a subscription at the 

end of Hyp. 28, 37, EwENDaviT Justinus Romar’; and there 

is a similar subscription at the end of Lp. 39, except that 

RowaE is omitted. As Hp. 39 closes the group, while Lpp. 

1 See Hartel’s Index to Lucifer and Harnack in Theol. Literaturzeitung, 

1886, col. 174. 

? Hartel, p. xlv. 
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28, 37 occur high up in it, it is fair to suppose that the sub- 

seription eovers the whole group of six Epistles, from 10 to 

39. It probably also included at least 6, 58, as the series 6, 

58, 10, 28, 37 all have a common subject—martyrdom. The 

spurious treatise De Laude Martyri is also associated with 

them. It is a matter of speculation at what point in the 

history of the group Justin’s recension took place. Most of 

the famous recensions the authors of which can be identified, 

such as the Nicomachean recension of the First Decade of 

Livy, Niceus’ recension of Juvenal, the Asterian recension of 

Virgil, and the Mavortian of Ovid, range between the end of 

the fourth and the middle of the sixth centuries: and we shall 

probably not be wrong in assigning those limits to the date 

of Justin. Scholarship in all its forms declined rapidly 

during the sixth century. 

The two letters 55 and 63 which precede those of Justin’s 

recension are both more of the length and character of trea- 

tises, and were apparently regarded as such, though, as I have 

said, in ancient times the distinction between treatises and 

epistles does not seem to have been observed. They stand 

in a sort of near but loose connexion with the Justin group. 

The letters 73, 71, 74, 69, and the records of the Cartha- 

ginian Council, all belong to the controversy on heretical 

baptism. With these was naturally joined Zp. 64, to Fidus, 

on the baptism of infants (Fidus wanted to defer baptism till 

the eighth day, after the precedent of circumcision). Lp. 67 

which goes with the same group both in the Cheltenham List 

and elsewhere, is the letter from an African Synod to the 

Churches of Astorga, Leon, and Merida in Spain, about the 

deposition of the bishops Basilides and Martialis. Why this 

letter, and also Hp. 2, about the actor who continued to prac- 

tise his calling as a Christian, should be joined to the group 

is not very apparent; but the connexion exists in nearly 

all the MSS. It may be that the common idea running 

through the group is that of ‘ disabilities ;’ or the conjunc- 

tion may be due to the local circumstances under which the 
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collection was made. It seems probable that this collection 

at least was put together in Africa. Otherwise it would 

hardly have contained the Sententiae Episcoporum. The re- 

solutions of the Council would naturally be forwarded to other 

Churches, but not its minutes. But there was considerable 

intercourse between Spain and Africa. Juvencus used an 

African text. 

There remain six letters, 40, 66, 12, 32, 20, 30. Of these, 

40 and 66 are connected in the archetype of the 770 family, 

preserved in 77. There is no clear connexion of subject between 

them: 40 deals with the ordination of Numidicus, 66—an 

epistle of much dignity and severity—is addressed to the re- 

caleitrant confessor, Florentius. The other letters, 12, 32, 20, 

30, are combined besides not only in the later MSS. 7g, but 

also in the important sixth-century MS. F. They appear to 

be the nucleus of a small collection of correspondence with the 

Church at Rome. 

Just in this portion of the Cheltenham List we are in the 

presence, not of larger aggregations, but of smaller fractions 

of correspondence, which circulated rather as the waifs and 

strays of the collection, yet with a tendency to cohere. 

We may pause to draw out summarily these four collec- 

tions. 

) denotes an insertion in the MS. in question not found in 

most other MSS. 

[ ] denote a displacement, the letter occurring in the MS. 

but in another connexion. When the displacement 

occurs within the group the insertion only is noticed. 

A bracket enclosing several numbers shows that they 

occur together and that their relative order is pre- 

served, 

τ᾿ 
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And now we ask, what is the bearing of these groupings 

on the criticism of Cyprian’s works? We turn to the letters 

which have not been identified by Mommsen: provisional 

identifieations have been proposed for these, but they need to 

be explained rather more in detail. The first that meets us 1s 

No. 21 on the list (p. 224 above), Aurelio lectori pro ordinato. 

This follows Zp. 38, and it is followed immediately by Lp. 39. 

In other words, it comes in the middle of a group, the recen- 

sion of Justin, where none of the MSS. have any letter at all. 

Is it a lost letter? It may be, but Idoubt it. I suspect that 

Nos. 20, 21 were originally a single title, which in the course 

of transcription has got broken in two. I suspect that the 

title originally ran: Ad clerum [probably without et plebem, for 

it seems to be the custom of the list to omit this addition ; 

ef. No. 39 — Ep. 20] pro Aurelio lectore ordinato. This merely 

involves the displacement of 270, for which there are parallels 

enough in the scribes note containing the date and the 

account of the stichometry, and the change of /ecíori into 

lectore. 'The use of pro instead of de of the MSS. would be 

appropriate, because the letter is commendatory of Aurelius. 

There is however some difficulty about the στίχοι assigned to 

this imaginary letter. It is not clear where the number CXL 

came from, unless it was from the next letter but one, CXC 

above. 

The next of the unidentified letters would be Nos. 25, 26. 

Here again we have two letters where there ought to be only 

one, No. 70, as in the LNP collection. And again I am 

tempted to ask whether we have not in these two supposed 

letters Hp. 70 in disguise. Mommsen thinks that the title of 

No. 25 stands for Adae et presbyteris. XIII numero, while in 

No. 26 the number of the ‘ co-addressees’ (1f the English lan- 

guage will admit such a word) has dropped out before z. But 

that, if I am not mistaken, gives a wrong order: the regular 

phrase is not X/// z but z X/II. Besides, there is no such 

person anywhere else in Cyprian's correspondence as Adam. 

That is of course not conclusive. But putting it together 
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with the fact that we ought from the MSS. to have one letter 

here and one only, I would take leave to conjecture that we 

have again a single letter split in two. The title would then 

be Ad presbyteros numero XVIII presbyteri numero XXX (for 

XXXI?). The ambiguity as to case of the contraction prd was 

a fruitful source of confusion. 

Of the two remaining gaps, at Nos. 29 and 34, I should 

have little hesitation in filing the first with Zp. 72. Both 

the address Ad Stephanum and the number of στίχοι would agree 

well (100 as compared with 79 lines of Hartel's text). And 

the letter certainly belongs to this group, in which it appears 

with no more inversion of position than is found several times 

elsewhere in 5, though it has travelled into another and less 

suitable connexion (Collection D) in 5 TH. The other, No. 34, 

we might be disposed to identify with Ep. 76 (To Nemesianus, 

Felix, Lucius, ete. in the Mines); but in that case the num- 

ber of στίχοι must have been largely corrupted. In the 

address of the preceding letter (Luci ad Eucratium) Luci ap- 

pears out of place. There is no mention of Lucius in Zy.2. 

But Lucius is found with Felix in the address of Hp. 76; 

so that it may be right to bring down Zci[o] into the next 

line, making the title run Fe/ie? Lucio or Lucio Felici et ceteris. 

The place of this letter would be somewhat peculiar. Only in 

one list, that of 7, does it come where it ought, along with 

Epp. 77, 79, 79: 1t is more often found at the head of the 

group on Rebaptism. If the identification just suggested is 

right, the Cheltenham List would have it at the foot instead 

of at the head. But I am not altogether satisfied about this 

letter. 

It may be well to set side by side the text of the MSS. 

with the corrections proposed in it. 
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Text OF THE CHELTENHAM MS., witH THE SAME CORRECTED AND IDENTIFIED 

MOMMSEN'S NUMBERING OF THE witH EPISTLES AS NUMBERED IN 

Wonks OF CYPRIAN. Harrew’s Epirion. 

19. de precando deum CXC. Ep. 11. de precando deum C XC. 

20. ad clerum LIIII. Ep. 38. ad clerum pro Aurelio lectore 

21. Aurelio lectori pro ordinato ordinato LIIII. 

CXL. 

25. Ade prb XIII.n. XXX. Ep. 70. ad prb n. XVIII prb. XXX 

26. Ade prb i. CXX. C X X( —ad presbyteros numero 
XVIII presbyteri. numero 

XXX [versus] CX X). 

29. ad Stephanum C. Ep. 72. ad Stephanum C. 
33. Luci ad Eucratium XL. Ep.2. ad Eucratium XL. 

34. Felici et ceteris X X. Ep. 76. Felici Luci(0] et ceteris CC 1 

35. de Numidia conf. XXX. Ep. 40. de Numidico confessore X X X. 

In regard to the stichometry, it is hopeless to expect exact 

results with no means of checking the single items such as 

we possess in the case of the Biblical stichometries, The 

results which I obtain, however, are rather nearer the total in 

the MS. than Dr. Mommsen’s. The MS. total is 18,500 

στίχοι for all the works enumerated. I make the single items 

amount in all to 16,456. But no figures are given for the 

treatise De Dominica Oratione, which occupies 719 lines in 

Hartel’s edition. The proportion of στίχοι to Hartel's lines 

I make to be for the 35 safely identified treatises and letters 

(without the Zestimonia), roughly speaking, 6:5. For the 

treatises alone the proportion is higher: for the first ten it 

appears to be approximately 16: 13. "This is reckoned upon 

the basis of the estimates given by Mommsen (p. 155 f.). We 

may allow therefore some 880 στίχοι for the missing treatise. 

This gives a grand total of 17,336, which might be taken to 

favour the view that I had dropped out from the number 

assigned to Book III of the Testimonia. It would however 

be as easy to suppose that I had been repeated by mistake in 

the total XVIII D. 



APPENDIX: 

[C. H. Turner. | 

I. THe Or» TESTAMENT STICHOMETRY. 

TAKING as a starting-point the quotation from the Apocalypse 

(iv. rr) which immediately follows the list of Old Testament 

books—‘ Sed ut in Apocalypsis Johannis dictum est: * vidi XXIIIT 

seniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum ?," maiores nostri 

probant hos libros esse canonicos et hoc dixisse seniores’—it is 

an obvious conclusion that the Books of the Old Testament are 

reckoned at 24?. This being so, it is natural to ask how the 

number is obtained ; and I can only succeed in securing exactly 

this total by the following calculation: the Books of the Hepta- 

teuch, 7; Ruth and Kings, 5; Chronicles, 2; Maccabees, 2; Job, 

Tobit, Esther, Judith, Psalms, 1 each; altogether 21, leaving for 

Solomon, 1; for the Major Prophets, 1; for the Minor Prophets, 1. 

For the treatment of the Books of Solomon, as in some sense a 

unit, a parallel may be found in the method of quotation employed 

in Cyprian's Zestiémonia. The phrase in sapientia Salomonis 

introduces texts from both Proverbs and Wisdom; with tem 

! Dr. Sanday has kindly asked me to add to his paper some notes on the 

stichometry, and more particularly on that of St. Cyprian's works.—C. H. T. 
? A further argument, if one were needed, for the African origin of our 

document, might be drawn from the form of the text. Mittentes is a coinci- 

dence with Primasius against all other authorities; thronum, too, excludes at 
least the Italian text of St. Ambrose, &c., which seems to use sedes invariably 
for 0póvos. 

I feel so much difficulty in understanding seniores in two different senses 
in successive lines (cf. sup. p. 237), that I venture to suggest tentatively the 

translation, * Our predecessors approve that these books are canonical, and that 

this is what * the elders" (of the Apocalypse) meant, i.e. what is meant by 
24 * elders’ is an equal number of canonical books. 

3 [t is a curious coincidence that the Books of the New Testament, as the 

text stands at present, amount to the same number: 4 Gospels, 13 Epistles of 

St. Paul, Acts, Apocalypse, 3 Epistles of St. John, 2 of St. Peter. 

aci endis 
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illic he passes from Proverbs to Ecclesiasticus, from Proverbs to 

Wisdom, or from Proverbs to Ecclesiastes; with apud eundem 
from Wisdom to Proverbs, from Ecclesiastes to Ecclesiasticus. 

There need be no hesitation in accepting the inference that if the 
four Books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Wisdom, and Ecclesiasticus, 

were treated as one by the great African writer of the third 

century, the same phenomenon is not unnatural in any African 

writer of the fourth. 

But one of the Books of Solomon is entirely unrepresented in 

the quotations of the Zestimonia.  Canticles are only quoted by 

Cyprian three times (De Zeel. Unit. § 45 Hp. lxix. § 2; Ep. Ixxiv. 

$ 11), and in each case by the title /» Cantico Canticorum. But 

if the book is not to be included under the general title ‘Solomon,’ 

it must have been absent altogether from the Cheltenham List. 

Whether parallels for this could be found I do not know; I have 

only noticed (1) that Aphraates is said to cite every Book of the 

Old Testament except Canticles and the short prophecy of Obadiah 

(Zahn, Neutest. Kan. i. p. 374, n. 2); (2) that Theodore of Mop- 

suestia, as we learn from his follower Junilius and from his 

opponent Leontius of Byzantium, rejected Canticles as well as 

several other books of the Old Testament (Watkins, Bampton 

Lectures, p. 118; Westcott, Canon, p. 544). Taken together, this 

evidence may seem to show that the Syrian Church of the fourth 

and fifth century was at least suspicious of the book. In any case 

the hypothesis of its exclusion here would not have merited mention 

at all, if it were not that it affords, as will be seen, a possible 

clue to the restoration of the stichometry. 

In estimating the correctness of the stichometries for the dif- 

ferent books, we have for guide, as in the case of the Cyprianic 

stichometry further on, the total given at the end of the list; but 

we have also, what for Cyprian fails us, a comparison with similar 

lists preserved elsewhere. Dr. Sanday has shown (p. 266) that the 
stichometries found in Vulgate MSS. are substantially the same as 

that of our list. With the obvious substitution of CCL for CCI in 

the Book of Ruth, the list proceeds part passu with the MSS. 

until we reach the Book of Job, where however the 1800 of the 

Cheltenham List is supported by some Vulgate MSS. against the 

1700 of the majority. The figure for the Book of Esther has 

disappeared from the list, just as happens to the treatise De 

Dominica Oratione of St. Cyprian; and the explanation in both 

cases is substantially the same, namely, some confusion with similar 

VOL. III. X 
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cyphers for books in the immediate neighbourhood. We should 

doubtless supply the lacuna here with the 700 of the Vulgate. On the 

other hand, the Book of Psalms is unnumbered in the MSS., but 

reckoned at 5000 στίχοι in the list. In none of these instances 

is there much uncertainty about the true reading. It is other- 

wise with four of the remaining numbers, those for Solomon, for 

the Major Prophets as a whole, for Ezekiel, and for Daniel; and 

here it will be helpful to reproduce the concluding figures of the 

list and of the MSS. 

Same 
Cheltenham List. conjecturally | Vulgate MSS. 

restored. 

Solomon ver. VD = 5500| VII XL [total of 5 books, 

eR. HI ES 7320] 
Major Pro- | ver. XVI CCCLXX =16370 | XIII CCCXX | [total of 4 books, 

phets 13220(0r13320)] 

Isaiah ver.IIILDLXXX = 3580 3580 
Jeremiah | ver. IIII CCCCL = 4450 4450 

Daniel ver. 0 CCCL = 1350} OODCCCL 1850 

Ezekiel |ver. III DCCC = 3800/ III CCCCXL | 3340 (or 3440) 
Minor Pro- | ver. III DCCC = 3800 3800 

phets 

The figures for Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the Minor Prophets co- 

incide with the MSS., and may be taken as correct. As to Ezekiel, 

the scribe’s eye has apparently wandered on to the next line, for 

he has written the same figure as for the Minor Prophets. The 

figure for Daniel requires the insertion of D, which has perhaps 

slipped down to the next line, and facilitated the confusion of the 

figures for Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets. The sum given 

as the total for the four Prophets, if it is to tally exactly with 

the majority of Vulgate MSS., should be XIII CCXX, and we can 

at once emend the first cyphers of the Cheltenham List, XVI 

being an easy confusion for XIII; if next we suppose that the 

list had the figure given by some Vulgate MSS. for Ezekiel, 3440 

(for 3340), the corrected total becomes XIII CCCXX, and we 

have now only to excise an L from the figure of the Cheltenham 

List. 

There is left only the figure for ‘Solomon’ to deal with. The 

items for the other 23 books, if put together, now come to 62460. 

The total given by the list for the whole 24 is 69500. The 

difference of 7040 should therefore be the correct figure for the 

remaining book. VD is the existing figure, and this would re- 
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present without much difficulty VII; then the L, which has 

unwarrantably crept into the next line (the Major Prophets), will 

help us to the missing cyphers of VII XL. The change is no 

doubt drastie, but there seems no way in which 5500, as it now 

stands in the list, can be harmonized with the data of the Vulgate 

MSS.; and it is not without weight that the number 7040, arrived 

at on independent grounds, is the exact sum of the Vulgate figures 

for four Solomonie books, and these the four quoted in close con- 

nexion by St. Cyprian: Proverbs, 1740 στίχοι; Ecclesiastes, 800 ; 

Wisdom, 1700; Ecclesiasticus, 2800; total, 7040. This result, 

however, and the consequent omission of Canticles, while it ex- 

plains and reconciles a good deal, must remain at present only 

a hypothesis, and a hypothesis not entirely free from difficulty !. 

IL. New TESTAMENT STICHOMETRY. 

The New Testament stichometry finds similar parallels for the 

Gospels, Acts, and Apocalypse in the Vulgate MSS.; and the only 

correction needed to bring the list into accordance with the MSS., 

and at the same time to make the items of the four Gospels 

harmonize with their total, is the addition of the cypher D to the 

figure for St. Luke. Our real difficulties do not begin till the 

concluding lines— 

eplae Johannis III ver CCCCL. 
una sola 
eplae Petri II ver CCC 

una sola. 

Zahn's explanation of this curious duplication is accepted by 

Prof. Sanday (p. 243 sup.): ‘The author of the list had before 
him a catalogue containing the full number of three Epistles of 

St. John and two of St. Peter; but while himself transcribing 

this, he at the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 

Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit of 

recognising. No doubt this is the prima facie interpretation 

of the words; and yet it must seem very improbable that a scribe 

should have had before him a list which, while it excluded 

1 It should perhaps be pointed out in favour of the alternative hypothesis of 
the retention of Canticles, that the five books of Solomon according to the 
stichometry of the Vulgate MSS. would amount to 7320 (280 being reckoned 
to Canticles), and the later figures of this number VII cccxx might conceivably 

have been lost by confusion with the similar figures of the next number in our 
list, XIII CCOXX (as restored) of the major Prophets. 

X 2 



308 The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books, 

Hebrews, and generally was arranged in so antique an order, 

yet represented a later stage in the history of the Canon by in- 

cluding at least five Catholic Epistles. Even if we suppose that 

only the five actually mentioned (three of St. John and two of 

St. Peter) belonged to the original list, the difficulty is enhanced 

by the inclusion of 2 Peter, which has no early attestation, as 

against the omission of Jude, for which considerable early Western 

evidence can be quoted. Further, it is part of this hypothesis 

that the original list, with its full and later Canon of Catholic 

Epistles, fell into the hands of some scribe, who in turn represented 

an earlier and less elaborated Canon, of two Catholic Epistles 

only. Is it not possible, and does it not better preserve the homo- 

geneity of the list, to reverse Zahn's hypothesis, and to suppose 

that the original African stichometry contained only 1 John and 

1 Peter, and that what some later scribe did (whether the actual 

scribe of our tenth-century MS. or his predecessor) was to sub- 

stitute *epistolae Johannis ITI,’ ‘ Petri IL while at the same time 

he added *una sola' as a note or saving clause in each case, im- 

plying that only one was given in the MS. before him? This 

would explain very simply the absence of all reference to James 

and Jude; the positive statement of the original ‘one Epistle of 

John, *one of Peter, seemed to the scribe to call for correction, 

while the mere omission of two epistles was not an error which 

forced itself in the same way upon his notice. Indeed, since there 

would have been, ex hypothesi, no stichometry for them in the 

original MS., their subsequent insertion in a stichometrical list 

was in itself difficult; while, on the other hand, the στίχοι 

meant for 1 Peter and 1 John only could be attached (however 

erroneously) to the three and two Epistles respectively. If this 

theory of the Canon of the Catholic Epistles be correct, the New 

Testament of the Cheltenham List is identical with that of St. 

Cyprian, who shows no trace, so far as I know, of the use either 

of Hebrews or of the five lesser Catholic Epistles. 

III. Tor CxPRIANIC STICHOMETRY. 

I will commence here by supplementing the lists of the Treatises 

and Epistles of St. Cyprian, published on p. 283 sqq., with three 

lists drawn from the Catalog? Bibliothecarum Antiqui, of G. Becker 

(Bonn, 1885), the first of the ninth, the second of the tenth, the 

third of the twelfth century. 

€ MM —————— —á—á— 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 309 

Library of 3 Library of | Library of 
Reichenau Lauresham Bec! 

Index Cheltonianus. (p. 7), (p. 107), (p. 263), 
A.D. 822. Saec. X. Saec. XII. 
No. 111. Nos. 351, Nos. 105, 

352. 106. 

ad Donatum I I I Epp. nume- 

ro xvi. 

ad virgines Iv x IV I 

de lapsis VI IV VI X 

de opere et eleemosynis XI XII ij IX 

ad Demetrianum X VII XII (vol. ii.) 
de ecclesiae unitate bà XIII XIII XIII 

de zelo et livore XIII VI VII XII 

de mortalitate VIII VIII VIT VIII 

de patientia XII XI X IV 

ad Fortunatum IX IX XI V 

de domini oratione VII V IX VI 

ad Quirinum (Testimonia) III Ep. 63 ad Tiburti- | de simbolo 

num fidei ad 

— Ep. 58? Lauren- 

tium 

ad Anbari- III 

tanos (vol. ii.) (libb. ii.) 

— Ep. 58 

II Epp.nume- 

ad  Roga- ro xliii. 

tianum 

— Ep. 6? 

ad presby- 

teros et 

diaconos 

Epp. iii 

= Epp.1t, 
38, 39! 

The first and third of these new lists do not unfortunately 

! Other shorter lists would be those of (1) Bobbio, saec. x. (p. 66), nos. 149- 
154: 149, 150, ad Demetrianum, libros ii. 151, de diligendo Deo, lib. i. 

152, 153, ad Quirinum, libros ii. 154, de diversis opusculis, lib. i; (2) Pom- 

puse, A.D. 1093 (p. 159) no. 8, sermones et epistolae Ixxxi: de Judaica in- 
credulitate ad Vigilium episcopum. Versus Domini Joannis de coena mai 

Cypriani. 
Cf. 7, no. 67 (p. 15) epistolae : 11, no. 109 (p. 27) de canonibus et institu- 

tionibus ecclesiasticorum lxxxvii (app. the Sent. Ep.): 15, no. 259 (p. 34) 
epistolae: 18, no. 36 (p. 39) omeliae: 21,no. 13, 14 (p. 42) sermones, litterae: 

26, no. 21 (p. 60) cena nuptiarum : 68, no. 84 (p. 151) epistolae: 79, no. 97 (p. 

187) epistolae: 80,no. 194 (p. 193) ad Donatum : 86, no. 57 (p. 201) epistolae: 

95, no. 112 (p. 213) super dominicam orat.: 96, no. 59, an English monastery, 
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present any very striking parallels to the still unique order of the 

treatises in the Index Cheltonianus; though minor points of 

contact might be noted, e.g. XIII, VIII, XII of the Bec MS., 

compared with XIII, XII, VIII of our list. Of more interest 

is the Lauresham list. Beyond question it supplies the 

answer to the problem which Dr. Sanday propounds (p. 291, 
sup.), as to the order which Z of the Zestémonia and Epistles 

would have supported, if extant, for the treatises; for J, 

though now a Vienna, was originally a Lauresham MS. 

written in the ninth century, and is undoubtedly identical with 

No. 352 in the tenth-century Lauresham catalogue, ctem Caecilii 

Cipriani epistolae numero olii im alio codice, only that for xh 

we should read xlvii. But if this is so, then the companion 

volume No. 351, from which the list of treatises given above is 

reproduced, will give us just what we want. Of the twelve 

epistolae which it contains, eleven are identical with treatises 

of Hartels first volume, leaving only three, the Quod idola, the 

Testimonia, and the Sent. Epp. to be accounted for; but these 

all occur in the second or extant volume. Conversely, the only 

epistola of this lost volume not identical with a treatise, is entitled 

ad Tiburtinum ; and I have no hesitation in identifying this with 

Ep. 58, ad T'ibaritanos, which is absent from the extant L (though 

every other epistle of Cyprian's own of the same length is included 

in its collection) and present in every large collection of the letters. 
Dr. Sanday speculated whether the line of Z was continued in P, 

in O,, or in O, and H. A comparison with the Tables on p. 283 

will show that as between these MSS. it is the order of O, and H 

which reappears in ZL, with the difference that XII and XIII 

immediately succeed V, and that XI is postponed to VIII and X. 

So far as they go, these alterations bring Z into rather nearer 

connection with the Cheltenham order, but the nearness is not 

sufficient to be striking. 

It is otherwise with the order of the Epistles, where the following 

list will show that a very remarkable parallel to the Cheltenham 

List can be found in a minor MS. named by Hartel μ, to which 

my attention was in the first instance directed by noticing that in 

the apparatus criticus of Ep. 78, the Luci of No. 33 in the list 
was reproduced only in the Luci? of μ.΄ On p. xlvi of his preface 

Hartel gives a list of the contents of this MS., which on the 

ground of scriptorum ordo passim servatus he concludes to depend 

on 7. But the following Table will show that for the Epistles 

ue 
13 
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covered by the Cheltenham List, the order of p is intermediate 

between 7'and ἢ. It is true that it contains a large number of 

the letters which are peculiar to 7' among the leading MSS., but 

in a quite dissimilar sequence, and, so far as a hasty glance enables 

one to judge, probably not with a derived text!. Even the one 

deviation in the order of the Treatises (7, XI, VIII; μι VIII, XI) 

is not unimportant, for » here coincides with S, W, P, O,, O,, O,, 

against O,, H, M :— 

P. μ. Index Cheltonianus. ros 

Ill 1 (12) ad Quirinum, libri III ad Quirinum 

III 

Ep. 63 Ep. 63 (13) ad Antonianum Ep. 63 desacramento do- 

= Ep. 55 minici calicis 

6 55 (14) de calice dominico 6 ad confessores 

— Ep. 63 

55 6 (15) de laude martyrii 55 ad Antonianum 

de laude de Cornelio et 

martyrii Novatiano 
IO 10 (16) ad confessores mar- IO ad martyras et 

tyrum | — Ep. 1o confessores 
28 28 (17) Moysi et Maximo 28 Mosi et Maximo 

— Ep. 28 presbyterorum 

et ceteris con- 

fessoribus 

37 27 (18) ad eosdem alia 37 quibus supra 

— Ep. 37 
II II  '|(19) de precando deum II ad clerum de pre- 

= Ep. 11 cando deo pro 

peccatis nostris 

(20) ad clerum 

1 Hartel asserts (p. xlvii) that » and four other MSS. depend on T so 
directly, that in no case does a more ancient reading appear in any one of 

them; where they are right against 7’, it is through conjectural restorations. 

On looking through Ep. 22 it seems possible that p in the following instances 
may alone preserve the true reading: p. 533, l. 11, ante ipsam; p. 534, l. 13, 

a sapore, l. 14, tam tolleravimus, l. 18, in pignerarium ; p. 535, l. 5, sit, l. 11, 

significastis vos, et Saturninum, etc. 

It may be added that mw presents a near parallel to the MS. of Cyprian, 
catalogued in the 12th century at Pompuse (see sup. p. 309), which contained 

81 sermones et epistulae, de Judaica incredulitate ad Vigilium episcopum, 

and versus Domini Joannis de coena mai Cypriani. Similarly p after 
96 letters and treatises closes with ad Vigilium episcopum de tudaica incre- 
dulitate. Versiculos dui Ioannis de cena sci Cypriani, Caenam Cypriani. 
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Z p. 

Ep. 38 38 

39 39 

58 58 
60. 57. 59. 

52. 47- 45. 

44. 51. 
[8 Epp. to ἜΝ 

Cornelius, i 

omitting 2 

Ep. 48] 5 
13:43. OR. g 

I, Of. 10. m 
66 

54 
76 76 

73 73 

γι γι 

7° 79 

Sent. Epp. | Sent. Epp. 

Ep. 74 Ep. 74 

69 69 

40 

67 67 

64 64 

2 2 

Index Cheltonianus. 

(21) Aurelio lectori pro 

ordinato = Ep. 38 

(22) Celerino= Ep. 39 

(23) ad Iobianum 

= Ep. 73 

(24) ad Quintum 

=Ep. 71 
(25) ad eprb XIII n. 

XXX 

(26) ad eprb n. CXX 

=Ep. 70? 
(27) Sent. Epp. 

(28) ad Pompeium 

= Ep. 74 

(29) ad Stephanum 

- Ep. 72? 

(30) ad Fidum — Ep. 64 

(31) ad Magnum 

— Ep. 69 
(32) ad Martialem 

= Ep. 67 

(33)@ ad Eucratium 

= Ep. 2 

The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books, 

i. 

Ep.38adclerum et plebem 

de Aurelio con- 

fessore lectore 

ordinato 

39 ad clerum et plebem 

de Celerino 

60 ad Cornelium de 

confessione eius 

[om. hoc loco] 

76 ad martyras et 
confessores in 

metallo consti- 

tutos 

73 ad Iuvaianum de 

hereticis bapti- 

zandis epistolae 

numero ires 

71 ad Quintum 

70 [no inser. | 

Sententiae episcoporum 

Ep. 74 ad Pompeiumcon- 

ira epistulam 

Stephani 

69 ad Magnum de 

Novatiano 

67 de Martiale et 

Basilide 

64 ad Fidum de in- 

fantibus bapti- 
zandis 

2 ad Eucratium de 

histrione 

ae. Ss ν. 
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32. 20. I2- 

de laude 

mart. 

40 

78 

ad Lucium 

etquicum 

eo sunt 

79 
epistula 

Felicis 

Iaderis 

Polianis 

76 

77 

[om. hoc loco] 

and of the Writings of Cyprian. 

[a 

60. 57. 59. 

52. 47. 45- 

44. 51. 

I3 

43. 65 

78 

Lucii et qui 

cum 

sunt 

79 
Felix Iader 

Pollianus 

eo 

77 
1. 61. 46. 

66 

54 

32 

Index Cheltonianus. 

(33)6 Luci = Ep. 78 

(34) Felici et ceteris 

=Ep. 79 

(35) de Numidia conf. 

= Ep. 40 

(36) ad Florentium 

= Ep. 66 

(37) ad presb =Ep. 54 

(38) ad eosdem et diac 

= Ep. 32 

(39) ad clerum urb 

= Ep. 20 

(40) Romani resc. 

= Ep. 30 

(41) adversus Jud. 
(42-50) ad Cornelium 

VIII 

(51) vita Cypriani 

313 

L. 

13 
de laude mart. 

43. 65 
22.1. 55. à 

47. 45. 48. 44 
61. 46. 57. 59 

Quod idola 

[om.] 

[om.] 

Ep. 66 ad = Florentium 
quem et Pup- 

pianum 

40 de Numidico con- 

fessore presby- 

tero ordinato 

4. 75. 51 

54 ad Maximum pres- 

byterum et ur- 

bem et Sidonium 

et Macarium 

32 Cyprianus ad 

presbyteros et 

diaconos 

20 ad Romanos 

12 

30 Cypriano papae 

pprr et diaconi 

Romae  consis- 

tentes 

[om.] 
(om. hoc loco] 

[(om.] 

Now by the aid of these lists and of the headings to the letters 
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in L (those for 7' and p are, except for Epistles 78, 79, unfor- 

tunately not given in Hartel) it becomes possible to identify with 

certainty the letters contained in the Cheltenham stichometry. 

— The list in 7' is not very helpful, and is chiefly given to point the 

contrast with the list of μι; there is only one case in which it stands 

alone of the three in presenting a parallel to Mommsen's List, 

and that is in containing the tract Adversus Judaeos. But the 

lists in y and L are of primary value. In the majority of cases 

the order of both is in strict agreement with that of the Cheltenham 

List. In only three cases do they agree against it, in the insertion 

of Epistle 6 (towards the beginning), of Epistle 76 (before Ep. 73) 

and of Epistle 12 (towards the end); but in the first and last of 

these cases, though the two MSS. agree in inserting the Epistles, 

they vary slightly in their place; and as to the first of them I shall 

have to ask presently whether it should not be restored to the 

Cheltenham List as well. Conversely, in only one case is the 

insertion of a letter by the List unsupported by one or other of 

the two MSS., namely the Ad Stephanum, which follows Ep. 74, 

and which Dr. Sanday naturally identifies with Ep. 72!. Starting 

from this substantial agreement, we work back on doubtful cases. 

(1) With Dr. Sanday I have no manner of doubt that No. 20 of 

the List ad clerum is to be merged into the title either of No. 19 

or of No. 21, both of them letters addressed to the clergy; possibly 

even the words formed a general marginal heading for the three 

letters Nos. 19, 21, 22, the inscriptions to all of which in Z begin 

ad clerum?. (2) As to Nos. 25 and 26 Dr. Sanday is of course 
right in rejecting Mommsen's Adam, and right too in seeing that 

Epistle 70 is contained somewhere in it. My only doubt is whether 

Epistle 76 which » and Z agree in placing in this neighbourhood 

(before Epistle 73) should be also discovered here. (3) Of No. 29 

I have already spoken. (4) The List in μ offers, I believe, a certain 

clue to the identification of Nos. 33 ὦ and 34. They are really 

Epistles 78 with the simple heading Luci as in p, and Ep. 79, 

where, by a not unusual error, ‘ Felix and others, are made the 

recipients instead of the writers of the letter. It is to be noted 

that the stichometry suits the latter Epistle exactly. 

! But see below, p. 320. 
? T should be inclined to read Nos. 21, 22 rather differently to Dr. Sanday, 

taking pro as the contraction for presbytero, * de Aurelio lectori presbytero 
ordinato, ‘de Celerino,' comparing the headings in L (p. 312 sup.), which how- 
ever correctly makes Aurelius a confessor ordained reader, not a reader 

ordained presbyter. 
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We are now in a position to sum up the results of the relation- 

ship of the two MSS. to the List. For Nos. 12 to 15 of the List, 

the closest parallel comes from jq, which contains the de laude 

martyrii in this part; indeed if, as I hope to show, Ep. 6 should 

be inserted in the List after No. 15, the group, though not the 

order, of the five epistles will be identical. From No. 16 to No. 

22 L and yp tally exactly with the subject-matter and even order 

of the List. Then » adds Ep. 58 which Z placed at the end of 

the treatises, while the List omits it altogether; and Z adds 

Ep. 60 which & and doubtless the List as well include elsewhere 

in the larger collection of letters to Cornelius. Both Z and μ 

add next Ep. 76. From Nos. 23 to 28 the three Lists work 

together again. No. 29 if a separate letter is peculiar, in this 

position, to the List. Nos. 30 to 33 form a group of four Epistles 

common to all three collections (save that » interpolates in the 

middle of it Ep. 40 which in Z and the List comes later), in the 

order of which however Z and p are combined against the List. 

As we shall see from the stichometry, No. 31 of the List must be the 

first. part only of Ep. 69 ad Magnum in the form in which Z 

and § (Hartel gives no information about » or 7’) contain it, 

breaking off at p. 760,1. 13. After this Z and p insert each a 

considerable body of Epistles not found, at least in this place, in 

the List. μ leads off with a collection of eight letters to Cornelius, 

followed by three others. JZ has here besides two treatises (De 

laude martyrii and Quod idola) substantially the same letters, 

though those to Cornelius are not connected into a single group. 

Next the two Epistles Nos. 33 6 and 34 of the List (Epp. 78, 

19) find their parallel in 1; and after four more Epistles in μ 

(three of them having occurred in Z shortly before) the three 
authorities finally converge once more. Nos. 35 and 36 occur in 

inverse order in LZ, while the first of them is absent in this place 

from μι, having occurred before. JZ next interpolates three letters, 

and then we have Nos. 37 to 40 parallel even to their order with 

a group of five in Z and p, only that Ep. 12 of the two MSS. does 

not reappear in the List?. The spurious tract Adversus Judaeos 
(No. 41) is an interpolation of the List. Finally the letters to 

! At least Hartel does not quote Z for the second part of this letter: on the 
other hand he quotes the sister MS. P, throughout, and in his critical preface 
(Vol. III. p. xxx) he nowhere hints that Ep. 69, part ii, is absent from any 

one of the family Z N P. 
2 There is little doubt that No. 37 should be identified not, as Mommsen 

and Dr. Sanday believe, with Ep. 12, but with Ep. 54. In favour of the latter 
are the order in μ and. L, the stichometry, and the change in the title of No. 38 
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Cornelius would most naturally be the connected set of eight! (Epp. 

60, 57; 59, 52, 47, 45, 44, 51) which occurs earlier together in y, 

and, though in another neigbourhood, in 7. 

In passing to the consideration of the stichometry proper of the 

Cyprianic List, it is first of all to be noted that, as in the case of 

the Old Testament, the individual items as given in the MS. amount, 

when added together, to a total appreciably variant from the sum 

named at the end of the List ; the latter being *fiunt omnes versus 

XVII. D’ (18,500), while the items, according to Dr. Sanday's calcu- 

lation, come to 16,456, according to my own to 16,256, or 200 less. 

No figures, however, are given for the De Dominica Oratione ; prob- 

ably the number has not simply dropped out, but has been merged 

with the numbers preceding, for No. 9 De Patientia has the figure 

860, which is demonstrably too large, as this treatise is only slightly 

longer than No. 8 De Mortalitate with 550. A proposed restoration 

of this passage is subjoined, 
As read in the MS. | As conjecturally restored. 

No. 8. de mortalitate DL DL 

9. de patientia DCCCLX DC 

IO. ad Fortunatum DCCXL DCCCLX 

II. de domini oratione DCCCXL 

a change which exactly fits the relative lengths of the three treatises, 

and adds 700 to our total, bringing it up to 16,956, still 1500 too 

little. But in the next place, the third book of the Testimonia, 

which, as it stands, is more than twice as long as any other treatise 

of St. Cyprian's, has only the figure 770 ; and I am as yet entirely 

unconvinced by any of the reasons which have been brought for- 

ward in favour of the theory of a large and systematic interpolation 

in this book since Cyprian's time?. On the contrary, the com- 

bined arguments of the apparent homogeneity of the Biblical text 

throughout the Z'estimonia with the defect of 1500 in the sum 

of the items of the stichometry, leave little doubt that we ought 

to add 1000 to the figure for Book III (coo DCCLXX for DOCLXX). 

By these two alterations the defect is reduced to 544; but even so 

it is obvious that the existing text of the stichometry, if the items 

to ‘ad eosdem et diac,’ suggesting that the previous letter was ‘ad presbyteros’ 
only. 

! Jerome too in his Chronicle (Schoene, p. 180) says ‘ extant ad eum Cypriani 

viii epistulae." 

? [t has escaped the notice at least of Hartel that not only Jerome but 
Augustine (Contra duas epp. Pelagianorum, iv. 27; vol. x. p. 320) quotes 

against Pelagius the 54th title of the Third Book of the Testimonia with its 
three proof texts ; and while Jerome gives some support to the inferior MSS, 
of Cyprian, Augustine is much closer to the group LBV, 

{ 
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are to be made to tally with the total, must be decidedly imperfect. 

Can it be restored, and if so, to what extent ? 

In a large proportion of cases, the relation between the actual 

length of the various treatises and epistles, with the figures of the 

stichometry, will be found to be fairly uniform, Taking as a basis 

the number of lines in Hartel’s edition, but on a slightly revised 

system (as explained below)! it will be found that in a very large 
number of cases, the στίχος is to Hartel's line in a proportion vary- 

ing not far from that of five to four ; or to put it otherwise, if the 

figure 32 be taken to represent Hartel’s line, a fixed quantity, the 

στίχος of each book is to it in the proportion of 40 more or less ; 

in the treatises it rises above this average (42 to 32). The follow- 

ing table will illustrate this :— 

ee of!  Sticho- Proportion 
Title. εἰν νὰ τὰ metry of of line to 

the MS. στίχος. 
corrected. 

I. ad Donatum 312 410 32 to 42 

2. ad virgines 445 500 [36] 
3. de lapsis 657 980 [48] 
4. de opere et eleemosyna 518 670 41 Or 42 

5. ad Demetrianum 486 535 [36] 

6. de ecclesiae unitate 548 750 [44] 

7. de zelo et livore 322 420 42 

8. de mortalitate 426 550 41 Or 42 

9. de patientia 455 600? 42 

10. ad Fortunatum 656 860? 42 

1I. de domini oratione 644 840? 42 
I2. ad Quirinum i 438 550 40 

» ü 802 850 [34] 
ἂς. iii 1426 8 17764 40 

13. ad Antonianum (Ep. lv) 525 650 40 

I4. de calice dominico (Ep. 1xiii) 345 450 42 
I5. de laude martyrii 550 830 [48] 

I6. ad confessores martyrum (Ep. x) Ilo 140 41 

17. Moysi et Maximo (Ep. xxviii) 50 7o 45 

18. ad eosdem alia (Ep. xxxvii) 84 120 48 or 46 

19. de precando deum (Ep. xi) 148 190 4I 

! [ have endeavoured to calculate the lines as exactly as possible, and have 
allowed both for parts of lines at the end of paragraphs, as well as for the 
larger print employed in Biblical quotations, and the smaller print in the 
Appendix (Vol. III); in the T'stimonia, ad Fortunatum and Sententiae 

Episcoporum there are also the titles of chapters to be taken into account. 

Consequently the number of lines given is smaller than the totals in Hartel. 
? As already restored, 
* Mommsen forgot to allow for the two long interpolations of W in Test. iii, 

20 and 59, which amount to nearly 200 lines. 
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Ponmaeude Sticho- | Proportion 
Title. Li p mee = of line to 

corrected. ἡ : orco 

εὐ ad clerum de Aurelio (Ep. xxxviii) 41 54 32 to 42 

22. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) 89 140 or 100| [50 or 36] 

23. ad Jobaianum (Ep. 1xxiii) 446 550 39 or 40 
24. ad Quintum (Ep. lxxi) 80 100 40 

25. ? ? 30 

26. ad prb [or épos or frs] (Ep. 1xx) 88 120 43 0T 44 
27. sententiae episcoporum 438 520 33 

28. ad Pompeium (Ep. Ixxiv) 238 290 39 

29. ad Stephanum (Ep. Ixxii ??) 72 100 44 or 45 

30. ad Fidum (Ep. lxiv) go 106 37 or 38 

31. ad Magnum (Ep. lxix, part 1) 238 284 38 

32. ad Martialem (Ep. 1xvii) 196 350 [57] 

33a. ad Eucratium (Ep. ii) 24 40 38 

ὃ. Luci (Ep. Ixxviii) 27 ? ? 

34. Felici et ceteris (Ep. 1xxix) 16 20 40 

35. de Numidico (Ep. xl) 24 30 40 

36. ad Florentium (Ep. lxvi) 180 207 37 
37. ad presbyteros (Ep. liv) 62 72 37 

38. ad eosdem et diac. (Ep. xxxii) 20 25 40 

39. ad clerum urb. (Ep. xx) 57 70 39 or 40 

40. Romani resc. (Ep. xxx) Τὴ 215 39 

41. adversus Judaeos 255 290 36 or 37 

42-50. ad Cornelium VIIII [? VIII] 1062 1108 [33 or 34] 

51. vita Cypriani | 471 600 40 

Now, accepting the emendations with which we started, we fiud 

that 35 out of 45 items give a proportion (to 32) ranging from 364 

to 451, or in other words between 8 to 7 and 10 to 7. But the 

result can be stated more strikingly when the gradual decrease of 

the relative number of στίχοι to lines, as the list progresses, is brought 

into notice. Of the first eleven items (the treatises), seven stand at 

41 or 42 (to 32); of the next fifteen, nine vary only between 393 

and 42; of the last nineteen, thirteen vary between 36I and 40. But 

this large amount of similarity enables us to turn back on the sticho- 

metry and emend those cases where the proportions are radically 

different, remembering in doing so that to bring the items into agree- 
ment with the total more than 500 additional στίχοι are required. 

In the first place then the στίχοι for Nos. 2 and 3 (D and 

DCCCCLXXX are respectively too few and too many, but it is 

easy to suppose that either C or LXXX has been transferred by a 

copyist from one figure to the next, and that we should read— 
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d son | DLXXX (580) or ^ 
2. ad virgine 445 DC (600) 32 to 42 or 44 

eps 6 DCCCC (900) or " 

fare oc 57 DCCCLX XX (880) Bru uve 

No. 5 needs the addition of C and will then read— 

5. ad Demetrianum | 486 |  DCXXXV (635) | 32 to 42 

No. 6 supported by our revised figures for Nos. 2 and 3 will 

probably stand ; and in the result all eleven treatises vary between 

411 and 44, while 100 στίχοι (αὐ No. 5) are to be added to our total. 

In the next division the numbers for the second book of the 

Testimonia are (as already mentioned) obviously too low. Here 

again C must be inserted, though even then the proportion of στίχοι 

to lines 1s less than in any treatise or epistle in the neighbourhood. 

12 b. ad Quirinum ii | 802 | DCCCCL(950 | 32 to 38 

For No. 15 the figure is too large; and it seems not unlikely 

that Epistle 6 (Ad Confessores L), found in this place both in Z and y, 

originally stood in our list also, its figure being merged in No. 15, 

its title in No. 16 (Ad Confessores Martyrum) so that we might 
restore— 

15a. de laude martyrii 550 DCC (700) 32 to 40 or 41 

b. ad confessores ( Ep. vi) | 95 CXXX (130) 43 ΟΥ 44 
16. ad martyras (Ep. x) [as before 

Nos. 17 and 18 present figures higher than we should expect; 

but it must be remembered that the shorter the piece, the more 

difficult to secure an accurate stichometry without descending to 

units; and the list seldom goes below tens. In any case it is not 

proposed here to go into detail except where change is manifestly 

necessary and where, when made, it would affect sensibly the totals 

of the items. Passing to the three numbers, 20, 21, 22, we have 

found only the two letters on the ordination of Aurelius and 

Celerinus to apply to them, and of these two the former is well 

suited by the figure of No. 20, the latter not by either No. 21 or 

No. 22 as they stand. Perhaps we should alter No. 21 from CXL 

to CXV with the result :— 

22. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) | 89 | CXV(ir5) | 32 to 41 or 42 

In any case one figure will be superfluous ; and if we substitute 

115 for 140 and 100, 125 στίχοι must be subtracted from the total. 

The problem suggested by Nos. 25 and 26 has been alluded to 

before. It is clear that Ep. 70 is to be placed here; and if a second 

letter is to be looked for, it would apparently be Ep. 76, which 
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appears in the immediate neighbourhood in both Z and y, and like 

Ep. 70 is addressed to a body of bishops; and its στίχοι being about 

180 (CLX XX), 150 would be added to the figures as they stand 

(XXX). If on the other hand with Dr. Sanday (p. 301 sup.) we 

combine Nos. 25, 26 to produce Ep. 70, the στίχοι of No. 25 dis- 

appear, and our total loses 30. 

No. 29 ad Stephanum has a proportion of στίχοι unusually large 

for this neighbourhood, and Ep. 72 with which it has been tenta- 

tively identified, is not found in this connection either in Z or y; 

it is therefore possible that we have again an erroneous reduplica- 

tion of the preceding number, the full title of which in Z is ‘ad 

Pompeium contra epistolam Stephani’ (= ad Pompeium adv. 

Stephanum). St. Augustine too, as Abp. Benson points out’, 

though he treats in detail of the Cyprianic literature of the Re- 

baptism controversy, obviously did not know of this letter to 

Stephen. No. 30 is the first of several (Nos. 30, 31, 36, 37) the 

figures of which look suspicious because they violate the general 

rule, observed even in the case of the shortest epistles (Nos. 33, 

34, 35), of having round numbers; and in each of these four 

instances a slight increase would give a better proportion, though 

the only quite obvious change is that in No. 37 LXXV should be 
read for LXXII, and the proportion rise from 37 to 39. A case 

which more certainly calls for correction is No. 32; and we cannot 

be far wrong if for CCCL we read CCL. 

32. ad Martialem (Ep. Ixvii) | 196 | 250 | 32 to 41 

No. 33 ‘ Luci ad Eucratium’ we have seen to be compounded 

of Ep. 2‘ Ad ELucratiwm’ (to which the figure XL belongs) and Ep. 

78, * Luci,’ for which a figure must be supplied :— 

330. Luci (Ep. Ixxviii) | 37 | 450r5o 7 8219 29101 19 

Emendation is again necessary for Nos. 42—50, where 1108 is 

very considerably too little. In the MS. as it stands—‘ Ad Cornelium 

VIIII o»CVIII'—it looks as if the latter cyphers were a repetition, 

or possibly a correction (VIII for VIIIT) of the number of the 
letters to Cornelius. If nine is the correct number, they are 

doubtless the nine letters so addressed of our present collection ; if 

eight, then probably the eight which are grouped together in p, Ep. 

48 being the absentee”. The nine letters amount to 1062 lines, the 

eight to 1016, and judging by the proportions which prevail in the 

1 Dict. Chr. Biog. 1.750 a. See note at end of this paper, p. 324. 

2 Jerome too recognises eight: Chron. (ed. Schoene, p. 181) ‘extant ad 

[Cornelium] Cypriani viii epistulae.' 
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neighbouring numbers, the existing figure r108 must have super- 

seded something like 1300 in the one case, or 1250 in the other. 

42-50. ad Cornelium VITIT 

(or VIIT) 

1062 [or 

1016] 

1300 [or 
1250] | 32 to 39 or 40 

To put together then the various changes made, στίχοι were added 

for No. 5 (100), for No. 12 b (100), for No. 33 b (about 50), for Nos. 
42-50 (150 or 200), and were subtracted from Nos. 21, 22 (about 

125)and from Nos. 29 and 32 (100 each); a net addition of about 100. 

But the defect to be made good was much larger than this, and our 

items are still left in a minority of from 400 to 500 as compared 

with the same total—about 18,030 or 18,080 to 18,500. It would 

seem most likely that the remaining lacunae are to be supplied by 

the supposition that some letters have dropped out, rather than by 

increasing to so large an extent the figures of the letters already 

discussed. Suggestions as to lost letters must be hypothetical in 

the extreme ; but among possibilities may be mentioned one or more 

of the following ; Ep. 76 at No. 25 (180 στίχοι) ; Ep. 58 Ad Thibari- 

tanos—which is found in nearly all collections—somewhere between 

No. 11, its placein Z, and No. 22 its place in (300 στίχοι) ; Quod 

idola dii non sint (240 στίχοι); and at No. 31 the second part of 

Ep. 69 as follows :— 

31. ad Magnum (Ep. lxix a) 238 284 32 to 38 

31b. ad [eundem (Ep. lxix b) 123 150 (CL) 39 

32. de] Martiale (Ep. lxvii) 196 250 (CCL) 41 

Further or more detailed enquiry into the stichometry does not 

seem likely to be fruitful or profitable; and it only remains now 

to ask what light is thrown by the Cheltenham List on the 

history of the Cyprianic correspondence. In the forefront of 

the answer to such a question would come the result that no 

single one of the letters mentioned can with any reasonable 

probability be said to be absent from the extant collection. It 

would be possible to go further and to doubt whether more than 

a very few of Cyprian’s letters that were preserved at all have 

failed to survive to our own time. With regard to isolated 

epistles, we are not indeed in a position to decide; but by far 

the larger number of his letters must have belonged to groups— 

to the controversies about the lapsed, about Novatianism, about 

heretical baptism—and the parts of each group are so intricately 

bound up together, that the absence of one link in the chain could 

scarcely pass unnoticed. In the first half of the letters there is 

VOL. III. ne 
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(so far as I have seen) only one instance where we seem obliged 

to assume a lost letter of Cyprian’s own, namely when the 

Roman clergy (Zp. xxxvi. 4) refer to his writing to them about 

Privatus of Lambaese, a description which does not apply to any 

extant epistle. It is not indeed surprising that we have to pos- 

tulate in these series a considerable number of lost letters directed 

to him, for it was of course his letters alone which formed the 

nucleus of the collections in the first instance, and the loss of the 

former only enhances the significance of the preservation of so 

large a number of the latter. In our own Cheltenham List, out 

of about 36 epistles present, 33 are from Cyprian, three only to 

him (Nos. 33b, 34— wrongly given as *'To Felix,' instead of * From 

Felix'—40), a proportion of 11 to 1; in the complete collection as 

we have it the numbers are 65 to 16, a proportion of only 4 to r. 

Where were the first collections of Cyprian's writings made? 

The Roman Church had indeed preferred to remember, not his 

quarrel with one Pope, but his support and recognition of another ; 

and the names of Cyprian and Cornelius were enshrined together 

in the canon of the mass, as their portraits were depicted side by 

side in the catacombs. Still, Cyprian had naturally not the same 

authority for Roman as for African readers; and if Rome was the 

scene of some of the later and fuller editions of his correspondence, 

we should probably look across the sea for the first. And although 

the letters to Cornelius appear in a collected shape as early as 

the Cheltenham List, the rest of the correspondence between 

Cyprian and Rome (of which 11 more letters from him and 7 to 

him are now extant) is singularly imperfect in all earlier collec- 

tions; and the 13 epistles which were sent over with Epistle 20 ἢ 

—that is, no doubt, Epistles 5-7, 1o-19—are the last to appear 

anything like completely, while contrariwise the Epistle which 

accompanied them has a place in our List, suggesting perhaps 

that it was incorporated into the collected correspondence in 

Africa, where it would circulate independently, rather than in 

Rome, where a number of other letters were attached to it. 

But if Cyprian was something of an alien to Rome, in Africa he 

was pre-eminently, until his fame was eclipsed by the greater fame 

of Augustine, the saint to whose writings the Church by preference 

appealed. It was there only in the West ? that his declarations on 

1 Ep. xx. 2, * Epistolae pro temporibus emissae numero tredecim quas ad 
vos transmisi.’ 

? In the East the Greek translation of the Sententiae Episcoporum, or votes 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 3224 

baptism were regarded as authoritative; and the series of letters 
which contain them is that most completely represented both in 

the Cheltenham List and in the earliest MSS. Even in Africa, 

however, it is perhaps improbable that there was any official 

Karthaginian collection, for the early letters to the clergy and 

others at Karthage are conspicuous by their absence from the first 

lists. It is rather to individual energies, acting independently in 

different parts of the province, that the germs of the collection 

should be ascribed. Cyprian’s desire was always that copies of 

all important pronouncements should be reproduced as widely 

as possible among those who looked to his guidance'; and though 

of the Karthaginian Council on Rebaptism of 256 A. D., was ratified as Canon 
Law by the Quinisextine Council in Trullo, A. D. 69r. 

! The following quotations will illustrate this exhaustively :— 
(i) -Ep. xxv. (538. 16), to Caldonius, an African bishop: * Librum tibi cum 

epistulis numero quinque misi quas ad clerum et ad plebem et ad martyras 
quoque et confessores feci; quae epistulae etiam plurimis collegis nostris missae 

plaeuerunt. Cf. Ep. xxvi (539. 13) referring to the same letters, Epp. 15-19. 

(ii) Ep. xxxii. (565. 8), to the clergy of Karthage: * Vos curate quantum 

potestis pro diligentia vestra ut et scripta nostra et illorum rescripta fratribus 

nostris innotescant. Sed et si qui de peregrinis episcopi collegae mei vel 
presbyteri vel diacones praesentes fuerint vel supervenerint, haec omnia de 

vobis audiant. Et si exempla epistularum transcribere et ad suos perferre 

voluerint, facultatem transcriptionis accipiant;' referring to Epp. 27, 28, 30, 31. 

(iii) Ep. xxxiv. 3 (570. 4), to the same: *Legite vero has easdem litteras 

et collegis meis, si qui aut praesentes fuerint aut supervenerint.’ 

(iv) Ep. lv. 4 (626. 4), to Antonianus: ‘In epistula mea quae extat" (ref. 

to Ep. xix); ib. $ 5 (627. 10): *Quae litterae per totum mundum missae sunt 

et in notitiam ecclesiis omnibus et universis fratribus perlatae sunt’ (referring 

to Ep. xxx. from the Roman clergy) ; ib. § 6 (628.1): ‘Secundum quod libello 

continetur, quem ad te pervenisse confido, ubi singulorum placitorum capita 

conscripta sunt’ (referring to the lost Acts of the African council). 
(v) Ep. lxxi. 1 (771. 5), to Quintus: ‘De qua re quid nuper in concilio 

plurimi coepiscopi cum conpresbyteris qui aderant censuerimus ut scires, 
eiusdem epistolae exemplum tibi misi' (referring to Ep. Ixx) ; cf. Ep. Ixxiii. 

(778. 18), to Jubaianus : * Exemplum earundem litterarum tibi misi, quid in 

eoneilio cum conplures adessemus decreverimus, quid item postea Quinto 

collegae nostro de eadem re quaerenti rescripserim (ref. to Epp. lxx, Ixxi). 

(vi) Ep. Ixxiv. 1 (799. 6), to Pompeius: «Quanquam plene ea quae de 

hereticis baptizandis dicenda sunt complexi simus in epistolis quarum ad te 
exempla transmisimus, frater carissime, tamen quia desiderasti in notitiam 

tuam perferri quid mihi ad litteras nostras Stephanus frater noster rescripserit, 

misi tibi rescripti eius exemplum ;' from which we see that the answers to 

Cyprian's letters would not necessarily circulate with his. 
Antonianus, Quintus, Jubaianus and Pompeius were all African bishops. 

Note that the one letter from Rome (Zp. 30) mentioned in the Cheltenham 

list is just that one of which St. Cyprian, writing to Antonianus, speaks as 
having circulated throughout ‘all the churches.’ 

Υ 
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this could not be systematically carried out with respect to the 

earlier Epistles, written during persecution, and in his absence 

from Karthage (some of them too being of only local or momentary 
interest), it is not unlikely that the authoritative documents in 

the later controversies were officially circulated throughout the 

African episcopate. It is worth noting that in 7' the only one 

of the older MSS. which contains the whole or nearly the whole 

of the correspondence as we have it now, the connected Epistles 

15-19 occur together, and are immediately followed by the two 

Epistles (26, 25) in which Cyprian speaks of the circulation of this 

group of five in Africa. Africa then, the evidence would suggest, 

was the scene of the incorporation of Cyprian’s letters and treatises 

into collections more or less extensive; and the conclusion is re- 

inforced when we remember that our earliest witness, the Chel- 

tenham List, is itself, as Dr. Sanday has amply shown on inde- 

pendent grounds, African in origin. 

ΝΟΤΕ ON THE EVIDENCE oF ST. AUGUSTINE IN RELATION TO EP. 72 (THE 

KARTHAGINIAN CouNcIL TO STEPHEN). 

1. Augustine, de Baptismo contra Donatistas, lib. vi. c. 7 (ed. Bened. ix. p. 111; 

Routh, Rell. Sacr. v. p. 210): ‘Iam satis, quantum arbitror, non solum ad 

epistulam quam Iubaiano scripsit, sed etiam ad illam quam ad Quintum 
dedit, et ad illam quam cum quibusdam collegis ad quosdam collegas, et ad 
ilam quam ad Pompeium, quantum potuimus . . . libris superioribus 
disputavimus.' 

St. Augustine had then examined successively Epp. 73, 71, 70, 74; he 

then discusses one by one the Sententiae Episcoporum ; Ep. 69, though 
mentioned more cursorily, has both its two parts represented by quotation 

or allusion. But of Ep. 72 we hear nothing. 

. Id. ib. lib. vi. c. 15 (ix. p. 171; Routh, p. 222) :— 

* Crescens a Cirta dixit ; In tanto coetu sanctissimorum consacerdotum 

lectis litteris Cypriani dilectissimi nostri ad Iubaianum, itemque ad Ste- 

phanwm ...sed aliquis forsitan quaerat, quid de hac re beati Cypriani 
epistola ad Stephanum dixerit, cuius in hac sententia commemoratio facta 

est, cum in exordio concilii non sit commemorata, credo quia non putatum 

est necessarium. nam et ipsam in isto coetu consacerdotum lectam esse 
dixit: quod factum omnino non dubito, quantum arbitror, ut fieri solet, quo 

possent iam congregati episcopi etiam de illa caussa simul aliquid cognoscere, 

quae illa epistola continetur. nam prorsus ad quaestionem praesentem non 
pertinet ; et magis miror cur eam iste commemorare voluerit, quam cur in 
exordio concilii commemoratio eius praetermissa sit. quod si quisquam 

arbitratur me aliquid noluisse in medium proferre quod in ea positum est 

praesenti caussae necessarium, legat eum et sciat verum esse quod dico ; aut 
si aliud invenerit, redarguat. prorsus enim illa epistola de baptismo apud 

haereticos vel schismaticos dato, unde nunc agimus, nihil habet." 
St. Augustine is astonished to find that this Bishop emphasized a letter 

from Stephen which had nothing whatever to do with the controversy. He 

to 
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does not deny that there was a letter to Stephen, or that it was read at the 
Council; nay, he asserts its existence, but asserts at the same time that it 

dealt with totally different questions. In other words, while our editions 
give us two letters from Cyprian to Stephen, one of which (Lp. 72) is 
primarily concerned with Rebaptism, while the second (Hp. 68) has nothing 
to do with it, it is clear that St. Augustine knew only one of the two, and 

that not the one on Rebaptism, 
This evidence, taken in connection with the known nearness of relation in 

time and place between the Cheltenham list and St. Augustine, warrants I 
think the conclusion that the identification of the ad Stephanum of the list 
with Ep. 72, not being supported either by parallels in Z and μ, or by 
exactness of stichometry, must be considered doubtful. 

[ Norte.—While speaking of Cyprianic criticism it may not perhaps be out of place 
to subjoin a short account of a MS. of Cyprian, not mentioned in Hartel, 

from the Biblioteca Comunale at Siena (F. V. 14: saec. xiv ex. or xv in. 

according to the printed catalogue), which the writer noticed and inspected in 

March of the last year (1890). The order of writings contained in this 
MS. which may be called 8 is as follows, adopting the notation of Hartel :— 

I. X. IX. de premio martyrum (I fancy from my notes that this must mean 
the latter part of the previous treatise IX. ad Fortunatum de exhortatione 
martyrii), Epp. 37. 38. 1o. V. VII. VIII. XI. XII. XIII. IV. VI. Epp. 30. 
60. 57. 59. 63. 55. 6. 28. 11. 39. 58. 76. 73. 71. 70. Sent. Epp. 74. 40. 49. 
52. 47. 45. 44. 51. I3. 43. 65. 1. 61. 46. 66. 54. 69. 69 5. 67. 64. 2. 32. 20. 12. 
Wes oe 77. 31. 70. 7. 5« E4- 4. 50. 3. 72: 50. 68. 53. 16. 15. 17. 18. 19. 26. 25. 
9. 29. II. de singularitate clericorum, de montibus Sina et Sion, Ep. 48. 111 
(only the introductory letter to Quirinus). 

The parallels to this order among Hartel's MSS. would seem to be, for the 
earlier part P (Hartel, p. xxx) o (p. xxxviii), for the central portion T 
(p. xxxix) and for the end p and : (p. lvii), while r (p. xlvii) closes like our 

MS. with the introductory letter to Quirinus. All these MSS. except P 
belong to the M Q T family, for which see the genealogy on p. xxxiv. 

A second MS. of Cyprian at Siena is numbered F. V. 13, and is of the xvth 

century. 

THE END. 
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